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Preface

Welcome to the State Freight Transportation Profile. This report presents information on freight
transportation in Colorado and is part of a series of reports covering all 50 States. The purpose of the
report is to present the major Federal databases related to State freight movements. Along with tables
generated for each State, this report gives descriptions of the databases, information on access and
formats, and contact points.

The database descriptions are based on entries in the Bureau of Transportation Statistics’ (BTS)
Directory of Transportation Data Sources. This publication provides users with a comprehensive
inventory of transportation data sources within the Department of Transportation, other Federal
government agencies, U.S. private transportation organizations, and Canadian and Mexican government

agencies.

This report was prepared by Felix Ammah-Tagoe and David Mednick under the direction of

Rolf R. Schmitt, Associate Director for Transportation Studies. Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL)
prepared many of the tables and provided valuable assistance in compiling this report. Additional copies
of this report may be obtained by contacting the Bureau of Transportation Statistics at (202) 366-3282,
by faxing (202) 366-3640, or by e-mailing orders@bts.gov.

BTS plans to publish State profiles on other transportation topics as well. Because this is a new product,

reader and user feedback is particularly essential to continued improvement. Please use the comment
form enclosed or send comments to info@bts.gov.
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National Transportation Atlas Databases—1996

Abstract

The National Transportation Atlas Databases—
1996 (NTAD96) is a set of national geographic
databases of transportation facilities. These
databases include geospatial information for
transportation modal networks and intermodal
terminals, and related attribute information.
Included are descriptions of the file formats and
database metadata as prescribed by the Federal
Geographic Data Committee (FGDC). The data
support research, analysis, and decision making
across all modes of transportation. The
databases are most useful at the national level,
but have major applications at regional, state,
and local scale throughout the transportation
community.

Source of Data

The databases were compiled from many parts
of the U.S. Department of Transportation, Oak
Ridge National Laboratory, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, and the National Park
Service.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: United States
First Developed: 1995

Update Frequency: Annual

File Format: ASCII, dBase

Media: CD-ROM, Internet

Significant Features/Limitations

The NTAD96 is available in both MS-DOS and
UNIX compatible CD-ROM format. The files
are also available on the Internet. The databases
are designed for use within a geographic
information system (GIS). Users should check
the BTS world wide web site (www.bts.gov) for
corrections and addenda.

Sponsoring Organization

Department of Transportation, Bureau of
Transportation Statistics

Performing Organization

Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Vanderbilt
University, and University of Tennessee
Transportation Center

Availability

CD-ROM: DOT/Bureau of Transportation
Statistics, 400 7th Street, SW, Room 3430,
Washington, DC 20590; (202) 366-3282; Fax:
(202) 366-3640.

Internet: www.bts.gov.

Contact for Additional Information

Staff

DOT/BTS, K-40

(202) 366-3282, Fax: (202) 366-3640
E-mail: info@bts.gov
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Commodity Movements






Commodity Flow Survey

Abstract

The Commodity Flow Survey (CFS) provides
data on the movement of freight by type of
commodity shipped and by mode of transport.
The CFS is a continuation of statistics collected
in the Commodity Transportation Survey from
1963 through 1977, and includes major
improvements in methodology, sample size and
scope. The Bureau of the Census used a sample
of 200,000 domestic establishments randomly
selected from a universe of about 800,000 in
manufacturing, mining, wholesale, and some
selected activities in retail and service. Each
selected establishment reported a sample of
shipments for a two-week period in each of the
four calendar quarters of 1993. This produced a
total sample of about 12 million shipments. For
each sampled shipment, respondents reported
domestic origin and destination, Standard
Transportation Commodity Classification
(STCC) code, weight, value, and modes of
transport. Respondents also provided
information on whether the commodity was
shipped in a container, a hazardous material, or
an export.

Source of Data

A sample of manufacturing, mining, wholesale,
auxiliary warehouses, and selected retail and
service establishments completed a
questionnaire.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: U.S. totals, state,
89 National Transportation Analysis Regions
(combination of Bureau of Economic Analysis
Economic Areas)

First Developed: 1993

Update Frequency: Quinquennial (next planned
survey year is 1997)

File Format: Aggregate data only will be
released

Media: CD-ROM, Printed source, Internet

Significant Features/Limitations

The 1993 CFS differs from previous surveys in
expanded coverage of intermodal transportation,
additional industry coverage, and more detailed
geographic levels. Earlier surveys reported only
the principal mode. The 1993 survey asked for
all modes used for the shipment (for-hire truck,
private truck, rail, water, pipeline, air, parcel
delivery or U.S. Postal Service, other mode,
unknown). The 1993 CFS produces data at the
U.S., state, and National Transportation
Analysis Region (NTAR) levels. There are 89
NTARs, comprised of BEA Economic Areas
covering the United States.

The 1993 CFS does not cover shipments of
crude petroleum and imports, which primarily
affect water transportation and pipelines. Oak
Ridge National Laboratory has estimated
commodity flows for these two categories.
Also, the Survey does not cover establishments
classified in the Standard Industrial
Classification as farms, forestry, fisheries, oil
and gas extraction, governments, construction,
transportation, households, foreign
establishments, and most retail and service
businesses. Furthermore, the CFS does not
cover data on shipments originating in Puerto
Rico and other U.S. territories and possessions.
Commodities that are shipped from a foreign
location to another foreign destination, through
the United States (e.g., from Canada to Mexico)
are also excluded from the Survey.



Corresponding Print Source

1993 Commodity Flow Survey: U. S.
Preliminary Report (by Census Bureau)

1993 Commodity Flow Survey: Area Reports
for 50 States (by Census Bureau)

1993 Commodity Flow Survey: Preliminary
Observations (by the Bureau of Transportation
Statistics)

1993 Comrriodity Flow Survey: State
Summaries (by the Bureau of Transportation
Statistics)

Sponsoring Organization

U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of
Transportation Statistics; and the U.S.
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census

Performing Organization

Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census; and Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Availability

CD-ROM and Printed Sources: Bureau of the
Census, Commodity Flow Survey Branch,
Services Division, Washington, DC 20233;
(301) 457-2805.

CD-ROM and Printed Sources: DOT/Bureau of
Transportation Statistics, 400 7th Street, SW,
Room 3430, Washington, DC 20590; (202) 366-
3282; Fax: (202) 366-3640.

Internet: www.bts.gov.

Contact for Additional Information

John Fowler

Chief, Commodity Flow Survey Branch
DOC/Bureau of the Census, Services Division
(301) 457-2108, Fax: (301) 457-4491



Commodity Movements Originating in Colorado
Summary of 1993 CFS

In Colorado, the CFS measured $59 billion of
goods weighing 94 million tons. Colorado
accounted for approximately 1 percent of the
value and weight of total U.S. shipments. The
CFS data cover shipments by establishments in
mining, manufacturing, wholesale, and selected
retail and service industries. The data exclude
most shipments of crude oil; therefore, the
totals and percentages do not fully reflect the
contribution of pipeline shipments.

The major commodities shipped vary when
measured by value and by weight of the
shipments. The top commodity by value was
food and kindred products. Other important
commodities shipped by value were: machinery
including computers; electrical machinery and
equipment; instruments, photographic and
optical goods; and miscellaneous products of
manufacturing. Some of the most important
commodities by weight were: coal; nonmetallic
minerals; clay, concrete, glass or stone
products; food and kindred products; and farm
products.

Local transportation of freight is important to
Colorado’s commerce. The distribution of
commodities by domestic destination and
distance of shipments reflects the importance of
local transport. The CFS shows that in 1993,
about 42 percent of the value and 76 percent of
the weight of total shipments from Colorado
were shipped to destinations within the state.
About 30 percent of the value and about 63
percent of the weight of all shipments were
between places less than 50 miles apart. In

comparison, about 30 percent of the value and
56 percent of the weight of total U.S.
shipments were between places less than 50
miles apart. In Colorado, over one-third (38
percent) of the value of shipments and over
two-thirds (69 percent) of the weight of
shipments were between places less than 100
miles apart.

Over half (58 percent) of the value and less
than one-quarter (24 percent) of the weight of
all shipments from Colorado went to other
states. The top destination state by value of
shipments was California. Other important
destination states were: Texas, Arizona,
Illinois, and Utah. Important destination states
by weight of shipments were: Texas, Utah,
California, Indiana, and Kansas.

Most commodities (75 percent of the value and
73 percent of the weight) were moved by
trucks. Truck and rail intermodal combination
accounted for 1 percent of the value and about
4 percent of the weight of shipments. Rail
accounted for 3 percent of the value and 21
percent of the weight of shipments. The CFS
data confirm the rising importance of parcel,
U.S. postal, and courier services that have
emerged in recent years. In 1993, this mode of
transport was used to move 205,000 tons of
goods worth about $8 billion or 13 percent of
the value of all shipments in Colorado. In
comparison, about 9 percent of the value of
total U.S. shipments were moved by this mode.



1993 Commodity Flow Survey State Summary: Colorado

Tabulation by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, U.S. Department of Transportation

Summary Value Weight
Total shipments originating in Colorado $58.8 billion 93.7 million tons
Percent of total U.S. shipments (preliminary U.S. estimate) 1.0 0.9

Commodity Shipments Originating in Colorado Ranked by Value

Commodity Shipments Originating in Colorado Ranked by Weight

Commodity Percent of value  JCommodity Percent of weight
Food or Kindred ProduCtS .............rveerveseevneesocsasreenesensenns 213 [COA! oo esssmasessssssssssasssasssass s sasrs i 244
|Machinery, including COmPULErS ..........oovveveeereecereerereeins 134 |Nonmetallic MINETAIS ... eeeeereereeeeceeesemssessssreneres 23.2
Electrical machinery and equipment ..........o...cooveoreeeereene. 8.8 |clay, concrete, glass or stone products ...........coo..oooocn. 125
Instruments, photographic goods, optical goods, or clocks 87  IFood or kindred products ..........cceeeeeeecrereeenrieriseesserenns 10.9
|Misc. products of manufacturing ............cooocoecreeineererienes 8.8 JFarm ProduCtS ....o..oooveeevvreroreeeeeeeseessesseeseesssesessseneseseeees 10.0
Other COMMOTILIES .........cevvverreerereeeesrereneesseese e serssenne 41.0  |Other COMMOGILIES .......cvvevereersrcoresrssaaesessaserseens 19.0
Total .............. 1000  |Total ..... 100.0
Domestic Destinations of Shipments Originating in Cotorado Domestic Destinations of Shipments Originating in Colorado
Ranked by Value Ranked by Weight
State Percent of value  |State Percent of weight
Colorado 424 |Colorado ......coommrrvvrirrrenn: 76.2
California 9.7 [TEXAS oot seer st ssss st 4.0
Texas 5.2 Utah .o 3.0
ATZONA oo vceerseerevemeemsssseene e e eneessessssssssssessee 27 |California . ...oooovoceveeeeeessrsssnens 2.3
OICIS e eeeseee s senaesceceenerssssmmmsenecsssssessssssssesccessssisssenses 24 INGIANA vveoorseeeersesssensressssssmsnesseessaseeerssessmesensienssessenns 16
ULBR oot s e 22 |Kansas 12
Other States et 354 |Other States ... "7
Total . 100.0  JTotal 100.0
Modes of Transportation for Shipments Originating in Colorado
{Modes Percent of value Percent of weight
Parcel, U.S. Postal Service, or courier Service ... 13.0 0.2
Truck (for-hire, private, and both private truck and for-hire truck) 74.5 725
Air (including truck and air) ........... 4.5 -
RAIL oot 27 20.9
Water (inland water, Great Lakes, deep sea, truck and water, and rait and water) ... - -
PIPBHME™ .oeeeieceieeeceareeeresiseseasssssssasane e ees e et stsescasaseeseseseressesssentasteesensansnaensesessssisasis - o
Truck and rail intermodal combination ... 1.0 4.4
Other intermodal (truck and pipeline, inland and Gt. Lakes, inland and deep sea) .... - -
Other, unknown, and withheld for sampling and disclosure reasons 4.3 2.0
Total 100.0 100.0
Domestic Distance Shipped for Commodities Originating in Colorado
Distance Percent of value Percent of weight
JLess than 50 MIeS .....o.cceierueiceeren et raseareens 30.4 62.8
50 to 99 miles ... 7.8 5.7
100 t0 249 MileS .....covvvvvvnviriiciirenneen ; 71 11.2
250 t0 499 miles ... . reeeren s 9.1 5.0
50010 749 MIlES ..ovvvvvieercicier e rreereee e 9.3 34
75010 999 MIlES oottt sttt 19.2 7.1
1,000 10 1,499 MBS .o.evveieieeicire ettt as s 10.6 3.8
1,500 10 1,999 MBS ..oviiieeieieir ettt esert e e eese e rese e e e s ba b enserens 6.4 1.0
2,000 miles or more . 0.1 -
TOAL oottt et ettt e et e s 100.0 100.0

*  CFS data for pipelines exclude most shipments of crude oil.

**  Some or all data suppressed to avoid disclosure or because data are statistically unreliable.

- Represents zero or less than 1 unit of measurement.

NOTE: Data are estimates based on a sample and subject to error. See Appendix B, "Reliability of the Data,” in source document.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1992 Census of Transportation, Communications, and Utilities, 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, TC92-CF (Washington, DC: 1996).
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90-Percent Confidence Intervals for 1993 Commodity Flow Survey State Summary: Colorado

Tabulation by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, U.S. Department of Transportation

Summary Value Weight
Total shipments originating in Colorado (in billion $ and million tons) 55.70 - 61.90 81.83 - 105.57
Percent of total U.S. shipments (preliminary U.S. estimate) 0.94 - 1.06

0.78 - 1.02

Commodity Shipments Originating in Colorado Ranked by Value

Commodity Shipments Originating in Colorado Ranked by Weight

Commodity Percent of value  fCommodity Percent of weight
Food or KIndred ProduCtS ..........evvveeevrreerreeessisnmaessiessensens 18.8 - 23.8  |Coa! 15.9 - 32.9
Machinery, including computers 10.4 - 16.4  INonmetallic minerals . 144 - 319
Electrical machinery and equipment ... 8.7 - 10.9 Clay, concrete, glass or stone products..................... 9.8 - 152
instruments, photographic goods, optical goods, or clocks 5.2 - 122 [Food or kindred Products ... .ccoeeerceeeeecemecrmrcrorceceriunes 9.2 - 125
|Misc. products of MANUFACHUEING rvvreeereeereeree s eeerere s 1.4 = 122 JFarm ProdUCLS .....coouevveonimreesceseeeessersereeneoseesssesiecserces 5.9 - 14.2
Other COMMOGILIES ....vverveervenrraiessesssesseesase s senesereescenas (NA)  [Other COMMOGILIES .........cocurveerreeererceereresessesressensenensons (NA)
TOMAL ©.cvovecvererere et en e tse s res et sasersens e reeceeese (X) JTOAL vttt X)
Domestic Destinations of Shipments Originating in Colorado Domestic Destinations of Shipments Originating in Colorado
Ranked by Value Ranked by Weight
State Percent of value  {State Percent of weight
COIOTAUD .vvovevesesieereersensssessssssasessnsssassssessessnessesseenesscns 30.9 - 449 |COIOTAGD ...ooveeeveerreeeereeereeeeet e seesenmsen s 731 - 793
T = 11T TEXAS vt s es s aees st st seneseeisenes 30-50
44 - 6.0 |utah 1.7 - 43
0.9 - 45 [California ......c..oceeeenenene 16 - 3.0
1.9 - 29 lIndiana ...covvovvrcerrenreneeremersers s 05-28
1.9 - 25 |Kansas ..cooeerrecrerenmnersscnnenrnienins 09 -15
(NA)  |Other States (NA)
(X) |Total X)
Modes of Transportation for Shipments Originating in Colorado
Modes Percent of value Percent of weight
Parcel, U.S. Postal Service, Or COUMEr SEIVICE .......ovvriiiinienininniirerisieiessneesoeees 11.0 - 15.0 (X)
Truck (for-hire, private, and both private truck and for-hire truck) ...........coceecereiicnne 69.9 - 79.1 674 - 776
Air (including truck and air) 36 -55 X)
Rail ..o [T 22 - 32 16.3 - 255
Water (inland water, Great Lakes, deep sea, truck and water, and rail and water) ... X) (X)
PIPEINE™ .ooeveevveemaeeeeeseesseenses s s ierasossnsseessssenes X) X)
Truck and rail intermodal combination ...........ccccieevivcnecniinieienine 03 - 17 2.8 - 6.1
Other intermodal! (truck and pipefine, inland and Gt. Lakes, inland and deep sea) ... X) (X)
Other, unknown, and withheld for sampling and QISCIOSUTE FEASONS .cceveeenmreceeerrrrenen 12 -74 1.5 - 25
TOtAl oo X) X)
Domestic Distance Shipped for Commodities Originating in Colorado
Distance Percent of value Percent of weight
Less than 50 MIlES .......ccccvevvrmeiieineieiieii et 27.9 - 329 58.9 - 66.8
SO0 9D MIIES ...oocieeiereierrr et bt bbb Rt 7.4 - 85 46 - 69
10010 249 MIlES ....ceeivireveeirererier st e 6.1 - 8.1 9.2 - 13.2
250 to 499 miles ... 71 - 14 34 - 6.7
50010 748 MIILS ..ottt e 7.0 - 116 19 - 49
750 t0 999 MileS ...oooecvriiiiins 16.7 - 21.7 58 - 84
1,000 to 1,499 miles .. 9.0 - 123 25 -51
1,500 10 1,999 MIlES ..covvevrviririini e, 53-76 07 - 13
2 000 MIES OF IOTE ..eceeieeceriereeeeeieesieseses s sssessssnssssansss st st esssssseaneassscssssmiesssennes ) X)
TOBL coveoeeeeeerereeereeceese oot eaesesesssessassseemnesasesessesssaessss s s ses s ss s s e s s cat s et irtece ) )

* CFS data for pipelines exclude most shipments of crude oil.
NA Not available.
X Not applicable.

NOTE: For explanation of 90-percent confidence intervals see Appendix B, "Reliability of the Data," in source document.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 7992 Census of Transportation, Communications, and Utilities, 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, TC92-CF

(Washington, DC: 1996).




1993 Commodity Flow Survey
Out-of-State Shipments as Percent of State's Total Shipments

Percent of
State value Percent of weight
Alabama ..................... 66.2 28.8
Alaska ....................... 19.2 17.4
Arizona .................. ... 57.3 23.0
Arkansas . .................... 73.7 41.0
California . ................... 38.8 8.8
Colorado ..............c..... 57.6 23.8
Connecticut . .. ................ 79.2 23.0
Delaware .................... 85.2 72.2
Florida....................... 36.8 18.2
Georgia . ........... ... 66.8 28.3
Hawaii .. ..................... 7.4 10.8
Idaho........................ 68.2 35.5
Mlinois ......... ..ot 66.0 42.6
Indiana ...................... 71.6 439
lowa ..... ... ... ... ... ... 64.9 39.6
Kansas .............covnvnn. 74.7 46.2
Kentucky ..................... 75.6 51.0
louisiana .................... 50.7 33.6
Maine ....................... 65.5 27.2
Maryland .. ..... e 69.0 434
Massachusetts ................ 66.5 28.3
Michigan ..................... 52.1 26.1
Minnesota . ................... 60.0 41.3
Mississippi .......... ... .. ... 71.3 43.9
Missouri ..................... 73.5 36.6
Montana ..................... 47.0 57.8
Nebraska .................... 70.9 51.0
Nevada ............... e 74.1 19.0
New Hampshire ............... 77.8 >
Newdersey ................... 68.7 40.6
NewMexico .................. 51.7 40.3
NewYork .................... 58.8 23.8
NorthCarolina ................ 61.9 30.4
NorthDakota ................. 62.5 43.9
Ohio ...t 62.5 30.0
Oklahoma .................... 65.5 451
Oregon .........coviieinen.na. 58.5 19.8
Pennsylvania ................. 64.7 38.1
Rhodelsland ................. 79.1 45.8
SouthCarolina ................ 69.5 36.5
SouthDakota ................. 60.0 449
Tennessee ................... 74.4 39.2
Texas .....cocviiiiiiin.. 40.0 16.3
Utah ......... ... ... ... 63.8 19.2
Vermont ..................... 65.8 31.9
virginia ... e 63.5 284
Washington . .. ................ 442 16.2
West Virginia ................. 74.6 63.7
Wisconsin . ...........ccovu... 64.9 30.5
Wyoming ..................... 70.8 84.3

** Some or all data suppressed to avoid disclosure or because data are statistically
unreliable.

SOURCE: U.S. Deaprtment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 71992 Census of
Transportation, Communications, and Utilities, 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, TC92-CF
(Washington, DC: 1996).
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1993 Commodity Flow Survey
Shipments to Colorado from Neighboring States

State of Value Weight Percent value of  Percent weight of
origin (million dollars) (thousand tons) state's shipmenis* state's shipments*
Kansas 1,482 1,430 21 1.1
Nebraska 1,007 2,292 24 2.3
New Mexico 305 617 2.6 1.0
Oklahoma 557 891 11 0.7
Utah 664 1,206 1.9 0.5
Wyoming 508 9,347 5.6 3.2

* Percentages are based on total shipments originating in neighboring states.
- Data do not meet publication standards.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 7992 Census of Transportation, Communications, and Utilities,
1993 Commodity Flow Survey, TC92-CF, 1896 (Washington, DC: 1996).
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Exports To and Imports From
Canada and Mexico
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Surface Transborder Commodity Data

Abstract

The Bureau of Census provides the Bureau of
Transportation Statistics with unpublished

freight flow data by commodity type by mode of

transportation (rail, truck or pipeline) for U.S.
exports and imports to and from Canada and
Mexico. The purpose of this program is to
provide information needed to monitor
increased traffic associated with the North
American Free Trade Agreement and provide
border communities better data to plan
transportation improvements.

Source of Data

U.S. Department of Commerce/Bureau of the
Census, Foreign Trade Division.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: U.S., Canadian,
Mexican totals

Time Span of Data Source: 04/93-03/95

First Developed: 1993

Update Frequency: Annual

File Format: dBase

Media: CD-ROM

Significant Features/Limitations

Files are organized by commodity detail or by
geographic detail to satisfy Census
confidentiality regulations.

Sponsoring Organization

U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of
Transportation Statistics

Availability

CD-ROM: DOT/Bureau of Transportation
Statistics, 400 7th Street, SW, Room 3430,
Washington, DC 20590; (202) 366-3282; Fax:
(202) 366-3640.

Internet: www.bts.gov (monthly data after 3/95)

Contact for Additional Information

Lisa Randall

Project Manager

BTS, K-10

(202) 366-6660, Fax: (202) 366-3640
E-mail: lisa.randall@bts.gov

Joel Palley

Industry Economist

DOT/FRA, RRP-31

(202) 632-3139, Fax: (202) 632-3705
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TransBorder Surface Freight Data, 1995
(million dollars)

. Export to Import from
State Canada Mexico Canada Mexico
Alabama ..................... 1,043 176 781 434
Alaska ....................... 71 2 110 4
Arizona ........ ... ... ... 561 2,076 444 3,123
Arkansas . .................... 605 96 666 94
California . ................... 5,648 6,287 5,198 9,052
Colorado .............c...... 646 106 785 94
Connecticut . . ................. 1,428 300 1,341 309
Delaware .................... 663 145 437 64
District of Columbia ............ 32 7 111 0
Florida................cooo... 1,259 277 1,361 414
Georgia..........covviiiiiinn 1,672 392 1,800 519
Hawaii .......... ..., 7 1 142 3
Idaho........... . . 241 40 340 21
Minois ...........ccoviieinn. 7,776 876 8,299 1,382
Indiana ................ ... .. 5,262 232 2,521 2,382
flowa ....... .. 1,539 191 897 57
Kansas ...........cccvvvunnn. 1,054 324 599 52
Kentucky ..................... 2,195 141 2,346 580
Louisiana .................... 642 132 362 55
Maine ...........cccoiviunenn. 562 11 1,337 30
Maryland ..................... 1,094 46 917 53
Massachusetts ................ 3,155 172 4,072 249
Michigan ..................... 16,723 2,980 42,214 9,677
Minnesota ... ................. 2,527 143 4,686 177
Mississippi .. ...c..cciiiiiin. 406 171 314 231
Missouri ............ ... ...... 1,647 379 1,637 490
Montana ..................... 157 19 693 6
Nebraska .................... 463 109 374 45
Nevada ...................... 159 11 254 28
New Hampshire ............... 386 44 558 36
Newdersey ................... 2,870 371 3,104 741
NewMexico .................. 31 50 70 103
NewYork .................... 9,406 637 12,454 1,344
NorthCarolina ................ 3,275 759 2,362 1,237
NorthDakota ................. 373 37 1,068 16
(0] 11+ 1N 10,386 596 7,238 1,992
Oklahoma .................... 560 131 319 120
Oregon ......c.vceeiiiiinnenn. 1,468 74 1,581 39
Pennsylvania ................. 4673 594 5,028 505
Rhodelsland ................. 302 25 607 32
SouthCarolina ................ 1,494 183 937 742
SouthDakota ................. 120 6 198 10
Tennessee ..........ccccvvuenn 2,609 467 2,303 2,153
TeXas .....oviiiniiiiean 5,485 18,745 4,113 14,237
Utah . ... 332 66 611 21
Vermont ..........ccciviieinnn 2,460 9 3,682 7
virginia ...l 1,408 162 1,615 233
Washington . . ................. 9,582 139 4,388 113
West Virginia ................. 356 22 464 46
Wisconsin . ... 3,749 279 3,965 196
Wyoming . ...............ounn. 52 7 72 _ 1
Unidentifiedstates ............. 9,271 3,416 1,992 598
US.Total .....ccoevevivacennn 129,884 42,661 143,669 54,146

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Statistics, TransBorder Surface Trade
Flow Data (Washington, DC: 1996).
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Rail Shipments






Rail Waybill Data, 1988-1992

Abstract

This database contains public-use, aggregate,
non-confidential rail shipment data such as
origin and destination points, type of
commodity, number of cars, tons, revenue,
length of haul, participating railroads, and
interchange locations. The data are based on the
Carload Waybill Sample, which is a proprietary
sample of freight waybills that were submitted
to the Interstate Commerce Commission (now
the Surface Transportation Board) by Class I
Railroads.

Source of Data

Class I Railroads.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: U.S. Class I
Railroads

Time Span of Data Source: 1988-1992
First Developed: 1994

Media: CD-ROM

17

Sponsoring Organization

U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of
Transportation Statistics

Availability

CD-ROM: DOT/Bureau of Transportation
Statistics, 400 7th Street, SW, Room 3430,
Washington, DC 20590; (202) 366-3282; Fax:
(202) 366-3640.

Internet: www.bts.gov

Contact for Additional Information

Staff

DOT/BTS, K-10

(202) 366-3282, Fax: (202) 366-3640
E-mail: info@bts.gov



Rail Shipments From and To Colorado, 1994*

Originated within Colorado: major commodities shipped by rail, ranked by weight

Commodity Tonnage Percent of state total
Coal 17,276,083 65
Food products 3,152,500 12
Farm products 1,684,540 6
Nonmetallic minerals 1,314,212 5
Petroleum or coal products 721,836 3

Terminated within Colorado: major commodities shipped by rail, ranked by weight

Commodity Tonnage Percent of state total
Coal 12,842,095 53
Farm products 1,705,720 7
Nonmetallic minerals 1,298,208 5
Food products 1,267,088 5
Lumber or wood products 1,199,372 5

*The five largest (by tonnage terminated and originated) of the 36 two-digit Standard Transportation
Commodity Code groupings, and the percentage that commodity represents of all tonnage handled within

the state.

SOURCE: Rail Waybili Data, compiled by the DOT Surface Transportation Board (formerly part of the
Interstate Commerce Commission) and the DOT Federal Railroad Administration (Washington, DC: 1996).
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Waterborne Commerce
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Origin and Destination of Waterborne Commerce of the
United States, Public Domain Data

Abstract

This database contains aggregated information
that depicts waterborne commodity movements
between 26 geographical regions or between
individual states of the United States. This
database protects the confidentiality of the data
provided by the individual companies and
provides the origin/destination of commodity
flows.

Sources of Data

Vessel operating companies file vessel
operations reports.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: U.S. totals, U.S.
territories

Time Span of Data Source: 1985-1994

First Developed: 1985

Update Frequency: Annual

File Format: ASCII

Media: Diskette, Printed Source, CD-ROM

Significant Features/Limitations
All companies moving commerce by water are

required by law to report.

Sponsoring Organization
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Products and
Services Office

Corresponding Print Source

Origin and Destination of Waterborne
Commerce of the United States, Public Domain

Availability

Diskette and Printed Source: U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Products and Services Office,
Waterborne Commerce Statistics Center, P.O.
Box 61280, New Orleans, LA 70161-1280;
(504) 862-1424; Fax: (504) 862-1423. Price,
$5/data file; $15/printed source.

CD-ROM: DOT/Bureau of Transportation
Statistics, 400 7th Street, SW, Room 3430,
Washington, DC 20590; (202) 366-3282; Fax:
(202) 366-3640.

Contact for Additional Information

Thomas Mire

Data Manager

COE/Waterborne Commerce Statistics Office
(504) 862-1424, Fax: (504) 862-1423

Roy Walsh

Data Manager :
COE/Waterborne Commerce Statistics Office
(504) 862-1424, Fax: (504) 862-1423



United States Waterway Data

Abstract

This collection of data bases is a compilation of
information related to the navigable waters in the
United States including inland, off-shore, Great
Lakes and Saint Lawrence Seaway. Data on
commerce, facilities and performance, imports
and exports, and accidents are included along
with the geographic waterways network.

Sources of Data
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Waterborne
Commerce Statistics Center and Navigation Data

Center; U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau
of the Census; and U.S. Coast Guard.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: U.S. navigable
waterways

First Developed: 1994

Update Frequency: Annual

File Format: ASCII

Media: CD-ROM

Sponsoring Organization

U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of
Transportation Statistics

Availability

DOT/Bureau of Transportation Statistics, 400
7th Street, SW, Room 3430, Washington, DC
20590; (202) 366-3282; Fax: (202) 366-3640.

Contact for Additional Information

Staff

DOT/BTS, K-40

(202) 366-3282, Fax: (202) 366-3640
E-mail: info@bts.gov



Waterborne Tonnage for Colorado, 1994

(There are no data for Colorado.)

Waterborne Shipments Originating in Colorado, 1994

(There are no data for Colorado.)
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1992 Census of Transportation Geographic
Area Series (TC92-A-1)

Abstract

Presents data for establishments with payroll
from selected transportation services for the
United States, each state, District of Columbia,
and selected Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(MSAs). Presents general statistics on number of
establishments, revenue, payroll, and
employment by varied transportation
classifications. Data are also provided on revenue
and employees per establishment, and on
revenue and payroll per employee. Comparative
statistics showing percent changes in revenue
and payroll between 1982 and 1992 are also
shown for some kind-of-business classifications.

Source of Data

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, 1992 Economic Census; 1992 Census of
Transportation (transportation companies).

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: U.S. totals, state,
District of Columbia, selected MSAs

Time Span of Data Source: 01/92-12/92

First Developed: 1991

Update Frequency: Quinquennial

Media: Tape, Printed source

Significant Features/Limitations

Covers selected transportation industries as
defined in Division E of the Standard Industrial -
Classification (SIC) Manual. Includes all
establishments with one or more paid employees
primarily engaged in these classifications: SIC
42, motor freight transportation and
warehousing; SIC 44, water transportation; and
SIC 47, transportation services. Excludes firms
without paid employees, governmental
establishments, and auxiliary establishments.

Sponsoring Organization

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Business Division

Availability

Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, DC 20402;
(202) 512-1800.

Contact for Additional Information

Sidney Marcus

Chief

DOC/Bureau of the Census

Utilities Census Branch

(301) 457-2786, Fax: (301) 457-4576

Larry Britt

Assistant Chief

DOC/Bureau of the Census

Utilities Census Branch

(301) 457-2786, Fax: (301) 457-4576



Colorado Summary Statistics for the 1992 Census of Transportation

Establishments Revenue Annual payroll  Paid employees *

Kind of business {number) ($1,000) ($1,000) (number)
Passenger transportation ..................... 170 132,430 53,035 4,112
Local and suburban passenger transportation ... .. 112 75,693 31,682 2,477
Local and suburbantransit . .. ............... 25 20,414 9,394 825
Other local passenger transportation .......... 87 55,279 22,288 1,652
Taxicabs .. ....ii i 18 17,613 5,362 422
Other bus transportation and terminal service .. ... 40 39,124 15,991 1,213
Intercity and rural bus service ............... 9 > bl EE
Charterbusservice .............. oot 17 14,588 5,305 417
Schoolbuses ............. .. ... il 10 i * EE
Bus terminal and service facilities ............ 4 >* - BB
Motor freight transportation and warehousing . ... 1,473 1,743,432 536,397 20,358
Trucking and courier services, exceptair ......... 1,313 1,683,799 525,694 19,731
Local trucking without storage ............... 581 352,325 93,877 4,229
Household goods moving . ................ 32 11,110 4,851 232
Generalfreight ................ .. ... ... 120 73,741 19,013 987
Garbage and trash collection .............. 96 102,619 29,138 1,177
Dumptrucking . ...t 142 75,085 15,734 719
Other local trucking without storage . ... ... .. 191 89,770 25141 1,114
Hazardous materials .................. 15 10,476 3,559 126
Agricultural products ............ ... .. 59 17,763 2,635 172
Other local trucking without storage, n.e.c. . 117 61,531 18,947 816
Trucking, exceptiocal ..................... 546 980,384 276,031 9,334
Household goodsmoving . ................ 47 192,277 17,916 910
General freighttrucking .................. 306 605,862 216,314 6,686
Other trucking, exceptlocal ............... 193 182,245 41,801 1,738
Hazardous materials .................. 17 15,041 3,918 127
Agricultural products . ................. 77 54,341 9,540 489
Other trucking, except local , ne.c. ....... 99 112,863 28,343 1,122
Local trucking withstorage . . . ............... 78 100,800 35,815 1,644
Household goodsmoving . ................ 45 48,272 18,094 853
Other local trucking with storage ........... 33 52,628 17,757 791
Courier services, exceptbyair............... 108 250,190 119,935 4,524
Public warehousing and storage . .............. 160 59,633 10,703 654
Farm products warehousing and storage . ...... 3 b b AA
Refrigerated warehousing and storage .. . ...... 14 17,793 3,549 176
General warehousing and storage ............ 123 37,200 6,007 389
General goods warehousing .............. 26 11,796 3,530 200
Self-service or miniwarehousing . . .......... 97 25,404 2,477 189
Special warehousing and storage, ne.c. ....... 20 > > BB
Trucking terminal facilities .. .................. 0 0 0 0
Water transportation ..............c. i, 25 6,695 2,115 87
Water transportation of freight ................. 3 b b BB
Deep sea foreign and domestic freight . .. ...... 2 e > BB
Other water transportation of freight . . . ... ... .. 1 » > AA
Water transportation of passengers ............. 5 > > AA
Services incidental to water transportation ....... 17 > bl BB
Marnnas .........c.coeiemiiiiiinnninennn 17 > bl BB
Other services incidental to water transportation . 0 0 0 0
Marinecargohandling ..................... 0 0 0 0
Towing and tugboat services ................ 0 0 0 0
Water transportation services, n.e.c. .......... 0 0 0 0
AT traNSPOrtALION # . .+ <. vcenveenrrneronnrses 197 393,062 103,564 3,704
Air transportation, including air courier services # . . 133 350,919 90,901 2,989
Scheduled and air courier services # . ......... 92 292,420 74,926 2,496
Nonscheduled ............... .. ..o, 41 58,499 15,975 493
Airportterminalservices . . ... ... . ... .. ...... 64 42,143 12,663 715
Pipelines, exceptnaturalgas .................. 18 45,402 6,574 147
Transportation services o heieeineiiiereeeeees 829 508,930 155,119 6,040
Arrangement of passenger transportation ........ 643 413,280 127,775 4,896
Travelagencies .............c.ooeiiian. 563 = bl HH
Other arrangement of passenger transportation . . 80 b b GG
Touroperators ............covviiin . 60 22,857 7,410 406
Arrangement of passenger transportation, n.e.c. 20 ** i GG
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Colorado Summary Statistics for the 1992 Census of Transportation (continued)

Establishments Revenue Annual payroll  Paid employees *

Kind of business (number) ($1,000) ($1,000) (number)

Freight shipping services ..................... 134 70,916 20,393 714
Freight forwarding ........................ 47 23,806 7,741 263
Arrangement of freight and cargo, n.ec. ....... 87 47,110 12,652 451
Other transportation services . ................. 52 24734 6,951 430
Rental of railroad cars ..................... 7 hid b AA
Miscellaneous services incidental to transportation 45 i - EE
Packingandcrating ..................... 20 5,664 1,461 139

Fixed facilities, inspection and weighing services 4 bl b BB
Transportation services, nec. ............ 21 14,433 4,548 235

* Paid employees for pay period including March 12.
** Withheld to avoid disclosing data for individual companies; data are included in broader kind-of-business totals.
# Data do not include large, certificated passenger carriers that report to the Office of Airline Statistics, U.S. Department of

Transportation.

AA = Employment size 0-19.

BB = Employment size 20-89.

EE = Employment size 250-499.
GG = Employment size 1,000-2,498.
HH = Employment size 2,500-4,999.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1992 Census of Transportation, Communications, and Ulilities,
UC92-A-1 (Washington, DC: 1995).

26






Truck Registration and Vehicle-Miles Traveled
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Truck Inventory and Use Survey (TIUS)

Abstract

This database provides detailed information on
the physical and operational characteristics of the
Nation’s truck population. Collected from an
approximately 154,000 truck sample, individual
state and United States estimates are produced.
Physical characteristics include model year, body

type, empty weight, truck type, axle arrangement,

length, and engine size. Operational
characteristics include major use, products
carried, annual and lifetime miles, area of
operation, miles per gallon, operator
classification, and hazardous materials
transported.

Source of Data

Owners of private and commercial trucks
registered in each state complete a mail survey.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: U.S. totals, 50
states, District of Columbia

Time Span of Data Source: 1992

First Developed: 1963

Update Frequency: Quinquennial

Last Update: 1995

File Format: ASCII

Media: CD-ROM, Microdata File, Printed
Source

Significant Features/Limitations

Only source of comprehensive data collected for
trucks that are classified by their physical and
operational characteristics and that also provide
microdata records to data users of the

28

transportation community. The records on the
microdata file are modified to avoid disclosure of
a sampled vehicle or operating company.

Corresponding Print Source

1992 Census of Transportation, Truck Inventory
and Use Survey

Sponsoring Organization

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census

Availability

Data File: DOC/Bureau of the Census,
Customer Services, Washington, DC 20233;
(301) 457-4100.

Printed Source: Superintendent of Documents,
U.S. Government Printing Office, P. O. Box
371954, Pittsburgh, PA 15250-7954. Price,
$2.50/Individual State Report; $15.00/U.S.
Summary Report.

CD-ROM: DOT/Bureau of Transportation
Statistics, 400 7th Street, S.W., Room 3430,
Washington, DC 20590; (202) 366-3282; Fax:
(202) 366-3640.

Contact for Additional Information

Robert Crowther

Chief, Transportation Characteristics Branch
DOC/Bureau of the Census

(301) 457-2797, Fax: (301) 457-2374



Commercial and Private Truck Registration
1992 Truck Inventory and Use Survey (TIUS)

Percent change

State 1992 TIUS 1987 to 1992

Algbama ....................... 1,166,900 30.6
Alaska ................. ........ 200,500 17.7
Arizona .......... .. 999,500 31.8
Arkansas . ................o.. .. 748,700 43.8
California ...................... 7,150,200 50.7
Colorado ........ccoveenuunnnn. 1,092,900 12.3
Connecticut . .................... 543,600 241
Delaware ...................... 172,900 43.7
District of Columbia .............. 29,400 48.1
Florida............. ... ... ..... 2,673,200 38.9
Georgia.......coovviiniiin., 1,644,200 35.9
Hawaii ......................... 280,300 74.3
Idaho......... ... ... . ... .. .... 467,000 46.7
Mlinois ...........coovivvn.... 2,271,600 417
Indiana ........................ 1,414,300 314
lowa .......... .., 930,600 37.0
Kansas ...........ccovvivnn.... . 1,001,700 37.5
Kentucky ....................... 1,015,900 257
Louisiana ...................... 1,123,800 21.3
Maine ............. ...t 338,600 30.6
Maryland ....................... 940,700 422
Massachusetts .................. 878,700 304
Michigan ....................... 2,166,200 39.9
Minnesota . ..................... 1,155,900 36.0
Mississippi . ........... ... ... 647,600 294
Missouri ............c.ovinin.. 1,357,100 33.8
Montana ....................... 371,800 18.1
Nebraska ...................... 533,900 20.2
Nevada ........................ 387,600 55.8
New Hampshire ................. 306,300 313
Newdersey .............coooutt. 1,098,500 36.3
NewMexico .................... 581,100 23.8
NewYork ...................... 1,999,700 29.8
NotrthCarolina .................. 1,760,000 28.4
NorthDakota ................... 290,500 8.4
Ohio ......oiviiiiiii.. 2,188,900 26.1
Oklahoma ...................... 1,080,100 19.5
Oregon ......coviiivinennnnn. 1,059,000 275
Pennsylvania ................... 2,367,600 40.3
Rhodelsland ................... 158,700 31.7
SouthCarolina .................. 840,600 40.7
SouthDakota ................... 295,000 20.9
Tennessee .........c.ooiiinnnunn 1,462,700 43.8
TeXas .....ovviiiiiii e 4,373,000 10.6
Utah ... i, 510,000 345
Vermont ....................... 157,000 20.2
Virginia . ... ... i 1,516,700 33.1
Washington..................... 1,541,600 39.9
West Virginia ................... 476,800 12.9
Wisconsin ............ccienua.. 1,196,800 48.4
Wyoming . .........ccooieiien.. 234,900 47
U.S. Total 59,200,800 32.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 7992 Census of
Transportation, Truck Inventory and Use Survey, TC92-T-1 - TC92-T-51 (Washington, DC:
1995).
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Trucks Registered in Colorado by Size, Major Use, and Range of Operation
1992 Truck inventory and Use Survey

Number of trucks

Size in gross vehicle weight (gvw) (thousands) Percent
Light trucks (10,000 pounds orlessgvw) .. ................ 1,021.3 93.4
Medium trucks (10,001-19,500 pounds gvw) .............. 28.5 26
Light-heavy trucks (19,501-26,000 pounds gvw) ............ 12.3 11
Heavy-heavy trucks (26,001 pounds ormore gvw) .......... 30.8 2.8
Total .. 1,092.9 100.0
Major use

Personal transportation ........... ... ... ... ... ... ... 763.0 69.8
For-hire transportation .......... ... ... ... ... ... ..., 8.1 0.7

Other business use (private trucking)
Agriculture . .. ... L 62.0 5.7
Forestryand lumbering ............. ... ... ... ..., - -

Miningandquarrying ............ .. ... . .. 7.8 0.7
Construction ....... ... i 93.0 8.5
Manufacturing . ......... ... . 14.2 1.3
Wholesaletrade ........... ... ... i 20.5 1.9
Retailtrade ....... ... ... .. . i i 28.8 26
UBIES - v e eee e e e e 10.5 1.0
SEIVICES ... . 58.2 53
Dailyandone-wayrental ................ ... ... ... ... 10.2 0.9
OthEr e - -
Notinuse ....... ... i 12.7 1.2

Range of operation (miles from vehicle's home base)

Local (lessthan50miles) ........... ... ... ... ... ... .. 818.7 74.9
Shortrange (50-200miles) . ........ .. ... ... ... ... 153.0 14.0
Long range (beyond 200 miles) . ........... ... .. .. ... .. 64.5 5.9

- Suppressed because data are statistically unreliable.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1992 Census of Transportation, Truck Inventory

and Use Survey, TC92-T-6 (Washington, DC: 1983).
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Percent Vehicle Miles Traveled Outside Base State for Trucks by Use

1992 Truck Inventory and Use Survey

Personal For-hire Other

State use transportation business use
Alabama ................... 7.7 62.9 15.1
Alaska ..................... 33 4.0 4.3
Arizona .................... 7.2 43.2 7.4
Arkansas . .................. 6.9 76.6 17.7
_California . ... ... 4.7 17.5 2.5
Colorado .................. 8.1 47.8 7.6
Connecticut. . ............... 9.5 39.7 8.5
Delaware .................. 14.8 55.1 20.5
District of Columbia .......... 394 93.7 305
Florida..................... 6.7 46.3 58
Georgia .........cooiiin.. 7.9 46.7 143
Hawaii ..................... 0.1 0.0 0.0
Idaho......... ... ... .... 109 52.2 14.1
Mlinois ..................... 9.6 44 4 11.5
Indiana .................... 7.9 60.1 21.6
lowa .........c i, 8.4 63.9 14.7
Kansas .................... 9.4 54.4 10.3
Kentucky ................... 7.7 50.4 10.7
Louisiana .................. 9.5 376 8.3
Maine .............. ..., 7.7 47.3 124
Maryland ................... 10.2 445 15.3
Massachusetts .............. 99 30.8 12.0
Michigan ................... 7.3 46.7 6.1
Minnesota .................. 7.0 49.8 9.1
Mississippi . ................ 10.2 68.2 14.7
Missouri ................... 7.8 65.6 12.4
Montana ................... 6.6 58.3 10.8
Nebraska .................. 74 64.2 9.7
Nevada .................... 11.1 33.6 14.6
New Hampshire ............. 16.7 49.1 211
Newdersey ................. 12.1 48.3 141
NewMexico ................ 1.7 353 12.2
NewYork .................. 8.1 376 7.0
NorthCarolina .............. 8.0 55.6 11.4
NorthDakota ............... 10.9 58.9 125
Ohio ..........oviiiiia. 7.9 47 .1 10.6
Oklahoma .................. 8.2 49.0 95
Oregon ...........covun.. 8.2 39.1 8.2
Pennsylvania ............... 9.6 493 14.5
Rhodelsland ............... 139 77.0 22.8
South Carolina .............. 7.9 46.8 11.0
SouthDakota ............... 94 64.9 10.1
Tennessee ................. 54 65.7 12.4
TeXas ....coveviviinnnnnann 4.4 341 5.8
Utah ...................... 7.4 65.7 11.8
Vermont ............c.c..en.. 12.2 546 15.3
virginia ........ . .. 9.9 30.0 9.4
Washington . ................ 5.6 30.4 8.6
West Virginia ............... 11.8 456 175
Wisconsin . ...........c..... 85 58.4 10.8
Wyoming . .................. 10.6 48.3 10.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1992 Census of Transportation,

Truck Inventory and Use Survey, Microdata File on CD (Washington, DC: 1995).
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Highway Statistics

Abstract

This annual publication compiles a wide range of
information on highway extent, condition,
performance, use, and finance. Freight-related
tables include numbers of trucks and trailers by
State, vehicle miles of travel, and information on
commercial drivers licenses.

Source of Data

State agencies.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: U.S. totals, 50
states, District of Columbia

Time Span of Data Source: 1994

First Developed: 1945

Update Frequency: Annual

Last Update: 1995

File Format: HTML, Excel

Media: CD-ROM, Internet, Printed Source

Significant Features/Limitations

Data on numbers of trucks and truck vehicle
miles of travel are not consistent between
Highway Statistics and the Census Bureau’s
Truck Inventory and Use Survey. Highway
Statistics is based on the total number of vehicles
registered in each State throughout the reporting
year, while the Truck Inventory and Use Survey
is based on a snapshot of the vehicle fleet at the
middle of the year. Vehicle types are also
classified differently.

Sponsoring Organization

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal
Highway Administration

Availability

Printed Source: DOT/FHWA, Office of
Highway Information Management, HPM-1,
Washington, DC 20590; (202) 366-0180.

CD-ROM: DOT/Bureau of Transportation
Statistics, 400 7th Street, SW, Room 3430,
Washington, DC 20590; (202) 366-3282; Fax:
(202) 366-3640.

Internet: www.bts.gov.

Contact for Additional Information

Staff

DOT/FHWA, Office of Highway Information
Management, HPM-1

(202) 366-0180



Trailer and Semi-Trailer Registrations

1994 Highway Statistics
Other private or Publicly-
Commercial commercial owned
State trailers trailers* trailers Total
Alabama ........... 56,393 72,577 1,021 129,991
Alaska ............. 16,754 69,096 1,198 87,048
Arizona ............ 48,917 247,547 3,736 300,200
Arkansas ........... 34,429 391,183 271 425,883
California . ......... 683,252 2,026,667 42,686 2,752,605
Colorado .......... 57,175 208,655 2,143 267,973
Connecticut ... ....... 28,455 138,789 2,604 169,848
Delaware .......... 12,527 28,796 608 41,931
District of Columbia .. 95 1,015 466 1,576
Florida............. 116,332 947,866 27,212 1,091,410
Georgia............ 110,972 395,974 3,519 510,465
Hawaii ............. 3,984 16,727 776 21,487
Idaho.............. 18,115 97,038 2,807 117,960
Minois ............. 78,834 438,631 906 518,371
Indiana ............ 89,883 331,914 2,046 423,843
lowa .............. 75,579 285,196 3,847 364,622
Kansas ............ 80,277 41,429 859 122,565
Kentucky ........... 39,658 58,449 164 98,271
Louisiana .......... 206,264 310,085 2,437 518,786
Maine ............. 533,693 101,587 2,192 637,472
Maryland . .......... 14,313 203,227 479 218,019
Massachusetts ...... 23,518 152,277 229 176,024
Michigan ........... 87,159 826,803 4,339 918,301
Minnesota .......... 177,779 624,216 3,786 805,781
Mississippi . ........ 28,061 75,577 1,509 105,147
Missouri ........... 82,155 310,025 478 392,658
Montana ........... 17,353 155,223 3,013 175,589
Nebraska .......... 69,289 165,050 907 235,246
Nevada ............ 9,634 108,466 1,170 119,270
"New Hampshire ... .. 8,718 86,372 1,072 96,162
New Jersey ......... 40,059 277,682 251 317,992
New Mexico ........ 16,935 , 89,028 2,988 108,951
NewYork .......... 19,721 512,189 6,078 537,988
North Carolina ...... 81,229 450,253 8,544 540,026
North Dakota ....... 18,538 38,398 723 57,659
Oohio .............. 132,811 511,068 6,457 650,336
Oklahoma .......... 81,517 70,630 1,791 153,938
Oregon ............ 46,401 235,553 8,478 290,432
Pennsylvania ....... 123,690 549,796 3,994 677,480
Rhodelsland ....... 6,350 35,789 837 42 976
South Carolina ...... 34,289 28,932 1,071 64,292
South Dakota ....... 25,348 101,192 1,263 127,803
Tennessee ......... 29,279 32,622 376 62,277
Texas ............. 206,931 1,202,425 34,831 1,444 187
Utah .............. 22,807 92,193 478 115,478
Vermont ........... 2,989 58,159 866 62,014
Virginia ............ 74,477 217,809 2,523 294,809
Washington ... ...... 139,976 424 434 2,043 566,453
West Virginia ....... 35,878 72,102 4,170 112,150
Wisconsin . ......... 164,369 48,587 1,571 214,527
Wyoming . .......... 7,835 108,838 997 117,670
U.S. Total 4,120,994 14,074,140 208,809 18,403,943

* Includes light farm trailers, car trailers, house trailers, etc.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Statistics, 1994,
FHWA-PL-95-042 (Washington, DC: 1995).
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Motor Carrier Financial and Operational Statistics

Abstract

This data program was transferred to the Bureau
of Transportation Statistics by the Interstate
Commerce Commission Termination Act of
1995. Class I and II Motor Carriers of Property
and Passengers are required to submit financial,
employee, operating, and other data pursuant to
49 U.S.C. 14123. Unless otherwise prohibited,
these reports are made available to the public
through a reports reference facility. In addition,
selected data are published in aggregate and for
the largest carriers.

Source of Data

Class I and Class IT Motor Carriers of Property
and Class I Motor Carriers of Passengers.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: Class I and Class
II Motor Carriers of Property and Class I Motor
Carriers of Passengers.

Update Frequency: Continuously

Media: Printed Source

Significant Features/Limitations

The reports from carriers are made available
unaudited and unedited.

Sponsoring Organization

U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of
Transportation Statistics

Availability

DOT/Bureau of Transportation Statistics, 400
7th Street, SW, Room 4201, Washington, DC
20590; (202) 366-4383; Fax: (202) 366-3383.

Contact for Additional Information

Staff

DOT/Bureau of Transportation Statistics
(202) 366-4383, Fax: (202) 366-3383
E-mail: mcs@bts.gov

State Data

Due to the recent transfer of the program to BTS,
state-level data are not available for publication.
In the future, BTS plans to publish selected
earnings and other data for carriers by state.
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Truck and Bus Accident Factbook

Abstract

This report presents aggregate statistics on trucks
and buses involved in traffic accidents.

Sources of Data

Federal Highway Administration, Office of
Motor Carriers (accident statistics reported
through the SAFETYNET data system); National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (General
Estimates System and Fatal Accident Reporting
System); and The University of Michigan,
Transportation Research Institute (Trucks
Involved in Fatal Accidents file).

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: United States
Update Frequency: Annual
Media: Printed Source

Sponsoring Organizations

Michigan Office of Highway Safety Planning; U.
S. Department of Transportation, Federal
Highway Administration, Office of Motor
Carriers

Performing Organization

University of Michigan, Transportation Research
Institute

Availability

Center for National Truck Statistics, University
of Michigan Transportation Research Institute,
2901 Baxter Road, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109;
(313) 764-0248; Fax: (313) 936-1081.

Contact for Additional Information

Truck and Bus Accident Factbook,
SAFETYNET, and Trucks Involved in Fatal
Accidents

Ralph Craft

DOT/ Federal Highway Administration
(202) 366-0324, Fax: (202) 366-7298
E-mail: ralph.craft@fhwa.dot.gov

Fatal Accident Reporting System

Chuck Venturi

DOT/ National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

(202) 366-4709, Fax: (202) 366-7078



Number of Fatal iInvolvements by State and Combination Type, 1993

State Single-unit One-trailer  Multi-trailer Total
Alabama ................ 36 108 3 147
Alaska.................. 2 1 0 3
Arizona ................. 29 36 4 69
Arkansas ................ 16 82 4 102
California . .............. 104 197 59 360
Colorado ............... 23 36 0 59
Connecticut . ............. 10 15 1 26
Delaware ............... 5 17 0 22
District of Columbia ....... 2 1 1 4
Florida.................. 94 198 2 294
Georgia................. 61 99 6 166
Hawaii .................. 1 2 1 4
[daho................... 5 5 1 11
Minois .................. 39 110 3 152
Indiana ................. 49 81 3 135
lowa ................... 22 63 0 85
Kansas ................. 16 45 7 68
Kentucky ................ 38 67 0 105
Louisiana ......... e 21 60 1 82
Maine .................. 6 15 0 21
Maryland ................ 24 26 0 50
Massachusetts ........... 21 16 0 37
Michigan ................ 26 68 17 111
Minnesota ............... 20 43 0 63
Mississippi * ............. 1 4 0 90
Missouri ................ 24 78 6 108
Montana ................ 3 8 1 12
Nebraska ............... 14 41 1 56
Nevada ................. 6 16 3 25
New Hampshire .......... 4 3 0 7
NewdJersey .............. 35 40 1 76
New Mexico ............. 9 25 4 38
NewYork ............... 82 64 2 148
North Carolina ........... 64 142 3 209
NorthDakota ............ 7 10 0 17
Ohio ......cvvvivinnnn. 66 127 2 195
Oklahoma ............... 28 57 3 88
Oregon ................. 10 46 7 63
Pennsylvania ............ 72 122 3 197
Rhodelsland ............ 5 3 0 8
South Carolina ........... 24 65 2 91
SouthDakota ............ 6 11 0 17
Tennessee .............. 45 76 2 123
Texas .....cvviviiennnns a3 257 10 360
Utah ................... 8 19 1 28
Vermont ................ 4 9 0 13
Virginia .......... ... 33 60 2 95
Washington.............. 18 36 9 63
West Virginia ............ 13 29 0 42
Wisconsin . .............. 28 61 2 91
Wyoming . ............... 3 11 1 15
US.Total ............... 1,375 2,811 178 4,451

* Truck configuration is generally unavailable for Mississippi because the state does not release police
reports to the TIFA project.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Truck and Bus
Accident Factbook 1993, UMTRI-95-43 (Washington, DC: 1995).
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Railroad Accident/Incident Reporting System (RAIRS)

Abstract

RAIRS contains four data bases: rail equipment,
injury/illness, grade-crossing accidents, and
railroad summary (freight and passenger). These
data bases include information on all railroad
accidents, grade-crossing accidents, railroad
employee casualties, and any other injuries on
railroad property. These data bases provide the
basis for accident analyses and assessment as
well as annual reports.

Source of Data

Railroads.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: U.S. totals
Time Span of Data Source: 1976-present

First Developed: 1975

Update Frequency: Monthly

File Format: Sequential

Media: 9-Track Tape, Diskette, Printed Source,
Internet

40

Corresponding Printed Source

Rail Highway Grade-Crossing Accident/Incident
and Inventory Bulletin

Accident/Incident Bulletin

Sponsoring Organization

U.S. Department of Transportation/Federal
Railroad Administration, Systems Support
Division

Availability

Data file: DOT/FRA, Systems Support Division,
RRS-22, 400 7th Street, SW, Washington, DC
20590; (202) 366-2760; Fax: (202) 366-7592.
Price $35/tape, non-government agencies. No
charge to government, railroad, or railroad labor
requesters.

Internet: gopher.dot.gov/1/fra/safety

Contact for Additional Information

Robert Finkelstein, Chief
DOT/FRA, RRS-22
(202) 366-2760, Fax: (202) 366-7592



Number of Rail Accidents and Fatalities, 1995*

Rail-highway Rail-highway
Railroad Railroad grade crossing grade crossing
State accidents™* fatalities** accidents ™ fatalities™*
Alabama ............... 5 0 166 16
Alaska................. 3 0 3 0
Arizona ................ 25 0 30 2
Arkansas ............... 27 0 137 22
California .............. 49 1 154 21
Colorado .............. 29 0 51 11
Connecticut . . ........... 0 0 3 1
Delaware .............. 2 0 2 0
Florida................. 20 0 78 22
Georgia................ 16 0 137 16
Hawaii ................. 0 0 0 0
Idaho.................. 21 0 28 7
Winois ................. 83 3 226 34
Indiana ................ 24 0 242 29
lowa .................. 53 0 95 9
Kansas ................ 37 0 83 15
Kentucky ............... 17 0 93 7
Louisiana .............. 31 0 193 26
Maine ................. 4 0 6 0
Maryland .. ............. 4 0 10 0
Massachusetts .......... 6 0 10 1
Michigan ............... 25 0 116 5
Minnesota .. ............ 48 0 116 18
Mississippi . ............ 44 0 145 31
Missouri ............... 43 2 112 22
Montana ............... 24 0 14 4
Nebraska .............. 53 0 73
Nevada ................ 1 1 7 4
New Hampshire ......... 2 0 5 0
NewJersey ............. 6 0 13 2
New Mexico ............ 1 1 16 5
NewYork .............. 44 0 46 9
North Carolina .......... 10 0 121 11
North Dakota ........... 28 0 34 7
Ohio ............o.on.. 43 0 215 36
Oklahoma .............. 30 0 103 15
Oregon ................ 17 0 30 12
Pennsylvania ........... 46 0 67 10
Rhodelsland ........... 0 0 1 0
South Carolina .......... 9 0 102 6
SouthDakota ........... 35 0 33 4
Tennessee ............. 25 0 89 11
Texas .........ccuv... 111 1 407 55
Utah .................. 10 0 24 7
Vermont ............... 3 0 4 0
Virginia ................ 21 0 56 6
Washington .. ........... 35 0 65 3
West Virginia ........... 16 0 31 1
Wisconsin .............. 41 1 111 13
Wyoming............... 35 1 1 0
U.S. Total 1,272 1 3,914 543

* Includes only accidents/incidents involving freight trains or mixed freight and passenger trains.

** Includes only collisions, derailments, or other events involving the operation of railroad on-track equipment
resulting in damages that exceed $6,300.

*** Includes any highway-rail collision regardiess of severity .

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration, Railroad Accident/Incident Reporting
System (RAIRS) (Washington, DC: 1996).
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- Hazardous Materials Incident Reporting System

Abstract

This system is used to process information on the
unintentional release of hazardous materials
during the course of transportation. This
information is compiled in accordance with the
requirement levied in the Transportation Safety
Act of 1974, Public Law 93-633. The major

uses of the system are to highlight problem areas,
pinpoint need for corrective action, and provide a
statistical compilation of all accidents and
incidents involving hazardous materials. The
system contains information on each reported
incident and consists of data elements such as the
date of the incident, location, shipper, carrier,
commodity involved, and other detailed
information concerning the packaging and nature
of the incident. Monthly and yearly reports are
generated and include, but are not limited to,
incidents by mode, incidents involving
exemptions, commodity, container, cause and
state summaries.

Source of Data

Carriers of hazardous materials are required to
report to the U.S. Department of Transportation,
Research and Special Programs Administration
certain unintentional release that occurred during
transportation. These reports include (a)
immediate telephone notification made to the
U.S. Coast Guard’s national Response Center
(NRC) since 1982; and (b) written reports on
hazardous material spills, Form F5800.1, made
within 30 days of the incident and collected since
1971.

Attributes

Geographic Coverage of Data: U.S. totals, 50
states, District of Columbia, county, city, U.S.
territories, Canada

Time Span of Data Source: 1971-present
First Developed: 1971

Update Frequency: Quarterly/written report;
daily/telephone report

File Format: System 1032 (VAX)

Media: 9-Track Tape, Diskette, Printout

Sponsoring Organization

DOT/Research and Special Programs
Administration, Office of Hazardous Materials
Planning and Analysis

Availability

DOT/RSPA, Office of Hazardous Materials
Planning and Analysis , DHM-63, 400 7th
Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20590; (202) 366-
4555; Fax: (202) 366-7435. Price $35

Contact for Additional Information

Kevin Coburn

Information Systems Manager
DOT/RSPA, DHM-63

(202) 366-4555, Fax: (202) 366-7435
E-mail: coburnk@rspa.dot.gov



Hazardous Materials Incident Statistics, 1995

State Incidents Injuries Deaths Damages($)
Alabama ............... 168 6 0 368,895
Alaska ... .............. 14 6 0 1,374
Arizona ................ 122 4 0 785,401
Arkansas............... 210 4 0 814,016
California .............. 1,090 37 3 2,751,502
Colorado .............. 344 7 0 280,476
Connecticut. . ........... 151 1 0 47,354
Delaware .............. 17 0 0 6,390
District of Columbia ...... 9 0 0 25,220
Florida................. 518 9 0] 1,240,157
Georgia . ............... 435 28 0 1,114,849
Hawaii................. 6 0 0 976
ldaho.................. 64 2 0 79,801
llinois ................. 842 29 0 3,822,414
Indiana ................ 383 7 0 274,164
lowa .................. 147 4 0 168,860
Kansas ................ 243 5 0 525,010
Kentucky ............... 338 6 1 499,510
Louisiana .............. 212 7 0 440,723
Maine ................. 41 0] 0 12,756
Maryland . .............. 226 2 0 184,546
Massachusetts .......... 351 4 0 220,145
Michigan ............... 337 16 1 280,081
Minnesota .............. 327 8 0 1,046,811
Mississippi ............. 147 1 0 1,312,156
Missouri ............... 364 8 0 573,229
Montana ............... 16 0 0 590,486
Nebraska .............. 120 1 0 55,619
Nevada ................ 49 0 0 119,081
New Hampshire ......... 42 1 0 19,134
Newdersey ............. 297 9 0 307,593
NewMexico ............ 136 2 0 209,147
NewYork .............. 758 7 0 1,909,976
North Carolina .......... 639 8 0 401,995
North Dakota ........... 20 0 0 48,170
Ohio .................. 1,415 29 0 1,746,188
Oklahoma .............. 133 1 0 496,830
Oregon ................ 254 ] 0 377,948
Pennsylvania ........... 918 14 0 1,106,324
Rhodelsland ........... 11 1 0 24,700
South Carolina .......... 167 3 0 312,206
South Dakota ........... 20 1 0 66,535
Tennessee ............. 581 13 0 278,733
Texas ................. 1,072 37 1 2,020,159
Utah .................. 343 10 0 121,200
Vermont ............... 15 1 0 148,351
Virginia . ............... 148 15 0 362,148
Washington . ............ 156 7 0 118,065
West Virginia ........... 53 24 0 405,846
Wisconsin .............. 129 1 0 385,791
Wyoming............... 77 2 0 307,309
U.S. Total 14,688 399 6 28,827,110

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Research and Special Programs Administration, Hazardous

Materials Information System (Washington, DC: 1996).
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Preface

In the early twenty-first century, the U.S. government and commercial space
industry plan to launch a wide variety of spacecraft for astronomy, remote sens-
ing, communications, crewed and robotic exploration, and other activities. Ad-
vanced space technologies will be required for spacecraft to be less expensive
and more capable than current ones. Some of the technologies will be developed
by the U.S. Department of Defense or by commercial industry, but others—par-
ticularly those required for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s
(NASA’s) unique science and exploration missions—will not be developed by
any other agency or company and will have to be developed by NASA.

In the spring of 1996, NASA asked the National Research Council (NRC) to
examine the nation’s civil space technology needs for the post-2000 time frame
and identify the technologies that NASA should develop to meet those needs. The
NRC was asked to gather information about future technology requirements, con-
sider innovative technologies that may enable new capabilities, determine which
technologies would benefit from long lead-time research and technology devel-
opment (R&T), and suggest ways for NASA to work more effectively with indus-
try, universities, and other government agencies to conduct this R&T. (The com-
plete charge to the committee is reprinted in Appendix A.) The committee was
not asked to consider technologies for human support in space because those
were the focus of another NRC report, Advanced Technology for Human Support
in Space (1997).

The NRC asked its Committee on Advanced Space Technology to conduct
this study. The committee did not work alone, however, and would like to thank
the many organizations (listed in Appendix B) that provided us with white papers
or met with us to discuss future space activities and technologies. We would also
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Iike to thank Carl Allen, Roger Angel, Gary Bennett, Vincent Chan, Ben Clark,
Mike Duke, Eliezer Gai, Henry Helvajian, Deborah Jackson, Stephen Lukachko,
Ernest Robinson, Joe Sovie, K.R. Sridhar, Jim Trainor, Michael Wehner, and the
staff of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics for their help.

This report has been reviewed for the NRC by individuals chosen for their
diverse perspectives and technical expertise, in accordance with procedures ap-
proved by the NRC’s Report Review Committee. The purpose of this indepen-
dent review is to provide candid and critical comments that will assist the authors
and the NRC in making the published report as sound as possible and to ensure
that the report meets institutional standards for objectivity, evidence, and respon-
siveness to the study charge. The content of the review comments and draft manu-
script remain confidential to protect the integrity of the deliberative process. We
wish to thank Aaron Cohen, Texas A&M University; France Cordova, University
of California, Santa Barbara; Harold Forsen, National Academy of Engineering;
Robert Frosch, Harvard University; Jack Kerrebrock, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology; Henry Pugh, The Boeing Company; James Wertz, Microcosm, Inc.;
and Peter Wilhelm, Naval Research Laboratory, for their participation in the re-
view of this report. All of these individuals provided many constructive com-
ments and suggestions, but the responsibility for the final content of this report
rests solely with the authoring committee and the NRC.

Unlike other reports in the past decade that have looked at NASA’s technol-
ogy development program, this report is based on the assumption that NASA
budgets will continue to be constrained and that limited funding will be available
for technology development. Although research into advanced technology inher-
ently carries a significant risk of failure, the research areas proposed in this report
have a high potential to yield significant results with relatively small amounts of
funding. .

It is important to note that the technologies discussed in this report are not
the only technologies NASA should develop. Some technologies that are not high-
lighted in this report may turn out to be even more critical for future space activi-
ties. The committee believes that the best approach for NASA is to invest in a
portfolio of technologies that will be valuable in a wide range of future scenarios.
By highlighting these technologies and suggesting ways NASA can best develop
them, we hope we have performed a useful service for NASA and the nation.

DANIEL HASTINGS, chair
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Executive Summary

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) is responsible
for developing advanced space technologies that will lower the cost and improve
the performance of existing space activities and enable new ones. Although
NASA has recently proved adept at incorporating modern technologies into its
spacecraft, the agency currently supports relatively little work in long-term space
technology development. To enable ambitious future space activities and to
achieve its long-term goals, NASA needs to engage in space research and tech-
nology development (R&T) in critical areas needed for the long term.

NASA requested that the National Research Council (NRC) examine the
nation’s space technology needs in the post-2000 time frame and identify high-
risk, high-payoff technologies that could improve the capabilities and reduce the
costs of NASA, other government, and commercial space programs. The NRC
was also asked to suggest how NASA can work more effectively with industry
and universities to develop these technologies. To accomplish these ends, the
Committee on Advanced Space Technology, under the auspices of the Aeronau-
tics and Space Engineering Board, undertook a systematic process of information
gathering and technology assessment.

KEY TECHNOLOGIES

One outcome of this process was a list of six key technologies that the com-
mittee believes NASA should support with low-level (about $3 million to $5
million a year for each technology for three to five years) R&T funding. All six
are high-risk, high-payoff technologies—there is no guarantee that they will prove .
to be viable, but if they are, they could greatly reduce the cost or increase the
capabilities of future space activities. This list does not include all of the high-
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risk, high-payoff technologies NASA should pursue. The six technologies were
extracted from a larger list by filtering out technologies that would not be en-
abling for future missions, were already under development elsewhere, or would
have required more than low-level funding to produce major improvements. In
three to five years, NASA—or a group sponsored by NASA—should re-examine
potential space technologies and technology requirements to rewrite or modify
this list. The six chosen technologies represent a small but broad investment port-
folio that appears to hold high promise for large future benefits at the cost of a
small investment today.

Wideband, High Data-Rate Communications over Planetary Distances

Wideband, high data-rate communications over planetary distances could
enable live transmissions of high-resolution images from robotic rovers, orbiters,
and astronauts on missions to other planets. Although several U.S. Department of
Defense agencies and some private companies are currently working on wide-
band, high data-rate communications, NASA will need to take the lead in devel-
oping technologies—including high-precision spatial acquisition and tracking
systems and high-efficiency lasers—to support such communications over plan-
etary distances.

Precisely Controlled Space Structures

Structures in a weightless environment—especially structures that are unique to
space—pose difficult control challenges. These challenges must be met to enable the
next generation of instruments for space-based astronomy and to support the devel-
opment of very large antennas for communications and remote sensing. NASA is
uniquely suited to conduct this type of research in areas such as controlling deform-
able reflectors and formation flying of spacecraft to create distributed sensors.

Microelectromechanical Systems for Space

Microelectromechanical systems (MEMS) could enable the development of
small, relatively low-cost spacecraft devices and subsystems with very low mass,
volume, and power consumption. MEMS could be used to enhance conventional
spacecraft or to create miniature spacecraft that could enable a broad range of
new space activities. Although a vigorous government and industry-supported
MEMS research effort is under way, little of this work is aimed at space applica-
tions. Low-level NASA funding in areas such as spacecraft bus technologies and
NASA -unique sensors could therefore lead to significant advances.

Space Nuclear Power Systems

Advanced space nuclear power systems will probably be required to support
deep space missions, lunar and planetary bases, extended human exploration
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missions, and high-thrust, high-efficiency propulsion systems. A major invest-
ment will eventually be needed to develop advanced space nuclear power sources,
but low level R&T investments can make the systems that are eventually devel-
oped more efficient, less expensive, and safer. Currently, limited work is being
done on advanced space nuclear power to enable ambitious future space activi-
ties. Unless NASA supports R&T in areas such as innovative conversion meth-
ods or innovative packaging and integration, future space nuclear power systems
will probably be more expensive and less efficient.

Low-Cost, Radiation-Resistant Memories and Electronics

Radiation in the space environment can damage sensitive electronics, disrupt
signals, cause single-event phenomena, and degrade microelectronic devices.
Low-cost, high-capacity, low-mass, radiation-resistant memories and electronics
are not currently available. NASA’s support is needed to lay the groundwork for
major improvements in radiation-resistant memories and electronics. NASA R&T
support should focus on exploratory research in low mass shielding, reducing the
frequency of and improving recovery from single-event upsets, and the use of
radiation-resistant materials.

Extraction and Utilization of Extraterrestrial Resources

The capability to extract and utilize space resources can significantly im-
prove the performance and lower the costs of planetary exploration, reduce the
cost of constructing and shielding human habitats, and enable and accelerate the
development of new generations of in-space capabilities. Virtually no other orga-
nization is working in this field, so NASA must support R&T in certain areas,
such as planetary material handling, materials processing technologies, and sys-
tems design and engineering to optimize process efficiencies.

COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT OF KEY TECHNOLOGIES

Finding the most effective ways to develop new technologies is as important
as choosing which technologies to pursue. The committee examined how NASA
currently manages technology development and how the agency could work more
effectively with industry and academia to develop advanced space technologies.

The committee found that NASA’s new approach to decentralized R&T man-
agement is appropriate but faces challenges in providing support for advanced
R&T on cross-cutting technologies or technologies that will pay off only in the
long term. For NASA’s new approach to work, the Office of the Chief Technolo-
gist will require strong and continued support from NASA senior leadership.

Although the agency has been successful in conducting cooperative R&T,
NASA has often had difficulties conducting cooperative R&T with universities
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and private companies. To ensure that the most capable people and resources are
involved in its R&T, NASA must involve both industry (including small busi-
nesses) and academia in its R&T programs. The Office of the Chief Technologist
should work with the NASA centers to organize cooperative programs among
NASA centers, universities, and industries to leverage NASA’s investment in
new technology. NASA should also develop a “fellows” program to place supe-
rior employees into universities for periods of one to two years and support sub-
sequent collaborative efforts after they have returned to the agency.



Introduction

Advanced space technologies are needed to enable many potential space ac-
tivities and to reduce the cost and improve the performance of others. The Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, which created the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration (NASA), directed the agency to conduct the
nation’s civil space activities to contribute materially to “the preservation of the
role of the United States as a leader in aeronautical and space science and tech-
nology...” (Space Act, 1958). Subsequent national space policies have reaffirmed
NASA'’s responsibility for the development of advanced civil space technologies
(The White House, 1989, 1996).

In the agency’s early years, NASA-—often working through private contrac-
tors and university grants—developed many technologies for use in its space mis-
sions. A 1987 report by the National Research Council (NRC), however, found
that “since the Apollo program, little has been done to enhance or develop the
basic technologies that will enable future missions or provide the nation with a
variety of options for the space program” (NRC, 1987). Since the late 1980s,
NASA’s space technology program has continued to evolve as agency priorities
have shifted in response to changes in the larger environment.

One change in NASA’s environment has been the rapid growth in the avail-
ability of technologies from outside NASA that are applicable to space uses. These
new technologies are being developed by the rapidly growing commercial space
industry and the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), which has made its new
technologies available to NASA and the commercial sector with increasing fre-
quency. Rather than producing new space technologies, NASA has often used
technologies developed outside the agency. Technology developers outside NASA,
however, are generally not focused on achieving the agency’s long-term goals.
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Budget constraints have also had a major impact on NASA since the late
1980s. The agency has recently responded to constrained budgets by developing
small spacecraft that incorporate modern technologies, increasing the number of
missions and reducing the cost of transportation to orbit. These efforts, however,
are intended to yield clear benefits in the relatively near term—the agency cur-
rently supports very little work on long-term space technology development.

If NASA is to continue its drive for more capable and cost-effective missions
into the twenty-first century, it will need advanced and innovative technologies—
some of which may require years to develop and mature. The commercial space
industry and other government agencies could provide some of these technolo-
gies, but some critical technologies will require long lead-time NASA research
and technology development (R&T) to ensure that they are available when re-
quired. NASA also will have to develop a plan and mechanism to support ad-
vanced technology development for the long term if it intends to be a source of
technology for industry and other government programs in the new century.

The NRC Committee on Advanced Space Technology examined future tech-
nology needs and opportunities to create a technology development portfolio of
six enabling space technologies that would maximize the impact of the small
amount of technology development funding that NASA is expected to be able to
provide in a constrained budget environment. In this report, the six enabling space
technologies are examined in detail, and key areas for future NASA support are
identified. Suggestions are also offered for improving NASA’s approach to space
technology development, focusing primarily on how the agency can work more
effectively with industry and academia.
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Study Approach

NASA asked the NRC to examine the nation’s space technology needs for
the post-2000 time period and identify high-risk, high-payoff technologies that
could improve the capabilities and reduce the costs of NASA, other government,
and commercial space programs. The NRC was also asked to suggest how NASA
could work more effectively with private companies and universities to develop
these technologies. To accomplish these ends, the NRC’s Committee on Ad-
vanced Space Technology undertook a systematic process of information gather-
ing and technology assessment.

IDENTIFYING KEY TECHNOLOGIES

The committee took two approaches to identifying promising technologies.
One was to predict civil space activities that would be conducted in the post-2005
time frame and determine the technologies that would be necessary to enable
them. The other was to examine a range of potential space technologies and try to
determine whether they would enable new space activities.

The committee gathered information about potential space activities and en-
abling technologies from a wide range of sources. These included past reports on
space technologies by the NRC, Space Technology to Meet Future Needs (NRC,
1987) and Technology for Small Spacecraft (NRC, 1994); NASA documents,
including the agency’s last Integrated Technology Plan (NASA, 1991) and more
recent publications, such as Mission to the Solar System: Exploration and Dis-
covery (JPL, 1996) and the NASA Strategic Plan (NASA, 1997); and reports by
other advisory groups, including Advanced Technology for America’s Future in
Space (SSTAC, 1992) and New World Vistas: Air and Space Power for the 21st
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Century (AFSAB, 1996). The committee also made extensive outreach efforts to
gather the opinions of numerous organizations in the space field.

The committee asked more than 30 organizations active in the space arena—
from NASA centers to industry groups to space advocacy organizations—to pre-
pare white papers describing: (1) the kinds of space activities the United States
will need to conduct in the post-2000 time frame to be a leader in civil and com-
mercial space; (2) new technologies that would be enabling or helpful for these
activities; (3) who they believe would develop these technologies; and (4) whether
they believed that the development of these technologies would benefit from long
lead-time, low-level concept studies and R&T supported by NASA. The organi-
zations that responded are listed in Appendix B. Additional information was gath-
ered from a similar survey of the space industry conducted by the Air Force
Scientific Advisory Board and during visits by committee members to organiza-
tions active in the space field.

From these sources of information, the committee compiled a list of approxi-
mately 50 representative future space activities and 200 potential technologies.
Appendix C contains the committee’s list of representative future space activi-
ties. Appendix D contains the list of technologies grouped into categories, such as
power, propulsion, and thermal control.

To narrow down the list of technologies, the committee was divided into five
panels, one for each of the major areas of civil space activities expected for the
post-2005 period. The five areas were:

 study the galaxy and universe

« study and explore the Solar System

¢ study the Earth

« provide other services to users on Earth
¢ space operations and infrastructure

Each panel then examined the lists of promising technologies and determined
whether the technologies would be enabling, helpful, or unimportant for some or
all of the activities in their area. Figure 2-1 is a greatly simplified version of the
matrix used by the committee in this exercise. The full matrix contained all of the
technologies and activities listed in Appendices C and D and was filled in by each
of the panels. A short list of potential key technologies, including the technolo-
gies ranked highest by each panel, technologies that were enabling for multiple
different classes of future activities, and technologies that had been strongly and
repeatedly suggested during the committee’s outreach, was then prepared. This
list appears in Box 2-1.

Three filters were then applied to refine the list of key technologies. The first
filter eliminated technologies that were not enabling for at least some activities or
were not broadly applicable. Enabling technologies were defined as those that
either made feasible space activities that would otherwise be infeasible or that
dramatically reduced the cost or time required to perform a space activity—by
two-thirds, for example. In this way, technologies that were merely incremental
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ACTIVITIES
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Systems and Electronics
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Working in Space

FIGURE 2-1 Technology Assessment Matrix.

improvements to current technologies were eliminated. The second filter elimi-
nated technologies that are already receiving large amounts of development fund-
ing, including funding from NASA, other U.S. government agencies, and private
industry. (Funding for technology development outside of the United States was
not considered unless U.S. organizations were expected to be able to use the tech-
nology.) The third filter eliminated technologies that might have been very im-
portant but would not have benefited significantly from low-level, long lead-time
NASA funding. All three filters were intended to create a technology development
portfolio that would yield the most benefits from a small amount of NASA funding.

After these filters were applied, a short list of key technologies emerged. The
list was examined to ensure that the technologies were applicable across a wide
range of future space activities and not just to one kind of activity. The committee
then investigated each technology in more depth to determine the particular areas
that would benefit most from long lead-time development funding. Finally, draft
write-ups of each technology were critiqued by experts in the relevant technical
areas and revised in response to their comments. The results are presented in
Chapter 3.
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BOX 2-1
Initial List of Key Technologies

Antimatter propulsion
Autonomous systems
Beamed power
‘Data compression technologies
Deployable structures
Digital systerns:processing
Electric propulsion v ,
‘Extraction and utilization-of extraterrestrial resources
Flywheels ‘ :
Higher-efficiency solar power generation
Improved-antennas (phased arrays, high power, high frequency)
Improved thermal control systems
Lower-cost launch and transfer vehicles
" Low-cost/low-power imaging sensors
- Low-cost, radiation-resistant memories and electronics
Microelectromechanical systems for space
Precisely controlled space structures
Space nuclear power:systems
Task-capable-telerobots -
“‘Widebarid, high'data-rate communications over planetary distances
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IMPROVING NASA’S TECHNOLOGY
DEVELOPMENT PROCESSES

The committee’s approach to determining how NASA can work more effec-
tively with industry and academia to develop advanced space technologies was
based heavily on the committee’s expertise and experience but also included sig-
nificant outreach. The organizations that were asked to provide white papers on
technology were also asked to suggest ways for NASA to work more effectively
with other agencies, universities, and private companies on early technology
R&T. Numerous responses were received and were used by the committee to
develop findings and recommendations. The committee also reviewed numerous
past reports that have commented on NASA technology development (CBO,
1994; NRC, 1983, NRC, 1993; NRC, 1995).

The committee also met with NASA leaders to discuss the agency’s current
methods of technology development, focusing on cooperative efforts with acad-
emia and industry. The committee initially met with the Associate Administrator
of the Office of Space Access and Technology (OSAT) John Mansfield. After
OSAT was dissolved, the committee met with NASA Associate Deputy
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Administrator Michael Mott. Finally, the committee met with NASA Chief Tech-
nologist Samuel Venneri and Deputy Chief Technologist Gregory Reck, near the
end of the study. The committee’s findings and recommendations in this area are
presented in Chapter 4.

REFERENCES

AFSAB (Air Force Scientific Advisory Board). 1996. New World Vistas: Air and Space Power for
the 21st Century. Space Technology Volume. Washington, D.C.: Department of the Air Force.

CBO (Congressional Budget Office). 1994. Reinventing NASA. Washington, D.C.: Congressional
Budget Office.

JPL (Jet Propulsion Laboratory). 1996. Mission to the Solar System: Exploration and Discovery.
Version B. September 27. Pasadena, Calif.: Jet Propulsion Laboratory.

NASA (National Aeronautics and Space Administration). 1991. Integrated Technology Plan. Office
of Aeronautics and Space Technology. Washington, D.C.: NASA.

NASA. 1997. NASA Strategic Plan. Washington, D.C.: NASA.

NRC (National Research Council). 1983. NASA’s Space Research and Technology Program. Wash-
ington, D.C.: National Academy Press.

NRC. 1987. Space Technology to Meet Future Needs. Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press.

NRC. 1993. Improving NASA’s Technology for Space Science. Washington, D.C.: National Acad-
emy Press.

NRC. 1994. Technology for Small Spacecraft. Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press.

NRC. 1995. Managing the Space Sciences. Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press.

SSTAC (Space Systems and Technology Advisory Committee). 1992. Advanced Technology for
America’s Future in Space. Washington, D.C.: NASA.



3

Key Technologies

The committee was asked to determine which high-risk, high payoff tech-
nologies have the greatest potential for improving the capabilities and reducing
the costs of NASA, other government, and commercial space programs in the
2000 to 2020 time period and to determine which of these new technologies
could benefit most from NASA-supported, low-level, long lead-time R&T. In
this chapter, a diverse portfolio of six technologies is recommended. Determin-
ing the exact amount of funding is beyond the scope of this report, but the
committee’s working assumption was that funding for each technology of about
$3 million to $5 million a year for three to five years would be sufficient to
create a high probability of significant advances. The committee is aware that
NASA is already supporting work on some of these technologies and endorses
those investments.

This list of key technologies is not static. Nor does it represent all of the
high-risk, high-payoff technologies NASA should pursue. Rather, it is a snapshot
of six key technology areas that at this moment appear to hold great promise of
yielding large future benefits for small investments today. Regular surveys of
technology needs for future space activities, as well as of promising new space
technologies, will be necessary to update this list.

The procedures the committee used to select the key technologies are de-
scribed in Chapter 2. Narrowing the list of technologies was a difficult task, and
many valuable technologies that met some, but not all, of the committee’s criteria
had to be left off. For example, improved thermal control systems will be valu-
able for a wide range of spacecraft, but large amounts of commercial funding are
being invested to develop technology in this area as heat dissipation becomes
more of a problem for high-power communications satellites. Another example,
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task-capable telerobots, will be crucial to future space exploration, and perhaps to
space station operations, but another $3 million to $5 million a year would only
advance the state of the art in this field incrementally.

Perhaps the most important suite of technologies that are recognized as criti-
cal but are not included in the list are technologies that would reduce the cost of
access to space, including both Earth-to-orbit and intra-orbital transportation.
Launch costs currently represent a large fraction of the total cost of most space
activities, and reducing these costs will not only be beneficial for current activi-
ties, but will also enable new kinds of space activities. Reducing the costs of
launch vehicles could also help U.S. companies regain a larger share of the grow-
ing international space launch market.

Process improvements and innovative applications of existing technologies
can help to reduce launch costs, but major reductions in the costs of expendable
launch vehicles will require dramatic reductions in engine and structure costs.
Low cost, reusable launch vehicles may require even more advanced technolo-
gies. Although the committee wholeheartedly supports technology development
to reduce launch costs, it believes the low-level, long lead-time R&T recom-
mended in this report will not have a significant timely effect on space transpor-
tation capabilities. These six key technologies are described below.

WIDEBAND, HIGH DATA-RATE COMMUNICATIONS
OVER PLANETARY DISTANCES

Description

Communications over planetary distances are now conducted over radio fre-
quencies. Higher frequency carriers could enable the rapid transfer of much larger
amounts of data. Wideband, high data-rate communications might be conducted
by high frequency microwave transmissions or optical transmissions based on
laser technology. Challenges to be overcome include detecting weak signals over
distances of hundreds of millions of miles and maintaining extremely precise
pointing accuracies.

Importance

Wideband, high data-rate communications over planetary distances would
enable the real-time transmission of high-resolution images. For example, a ro-
botic rover using this technology could transmit high-definition, live, hyper-
spectral stereo imagery to Earth as it traveled over the surface of Europa. In the
event of an accident, astronauts on the way to Mars could rapidly transmit de-
tailed video of damaged components or injuries, providing technical experts and
doctors on Earth with data that could be critical to helping the crew. A Jupiter
orbiter equipped with this technology could provide nearly continuous high-
resolution movies of the turbulent Jovian atmosphere.
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The same technologies that would to enable wideband, high data-rate com-
munications over planetary distances could also be used for Earth-orbiting space-
craft, allowing them to use lower-power lasers or smaller receivers for inter-
satellite links. These communications technologies could also prove to be superior
to current technologies from a cost and weight perspective and would certainly
not encounter the problems of congestion associated with many radio frequencies
in the near-Earth region.

Rationale for NASA Involvement

NASA is the only organization in the United States that has both an interest
in planetary exploration and the capability and will to fund technology develop-
ment to support planetary exploration. Although the European Space Agency, the
National Space Development Agency of Japan, the DOD, and U.S. companies
are all working on optical communications, they have focused on Earth-to-orbit
applications. Planetary distances are four to five orders of magnitude greater than
Earth-to-orbit distances. Consequently wideband communications over planetary
distances will require technologies unlikely to be developed for Earth-orbit appli-
cations. If wideband, high data-rate communications over planetary distances are
to be realized, NASA will have to take the lead. Industry support in this area will
be limited to responses to NASA procurements for the foreseeable future.

Key Areas for NASA-Funded Research

The basic technologies for wideband high data-rate communications in space
have already been developed. However, there are still barriers to high data-rate
communications over extremely long distances. The broad key technology areas
for NASA investment are listed below:

+ high-precision spatial acquisition and tracking systems (maintaining the
extreme pointing precision required for long-distance communication may
require highly stable structures and high-precision mirrors)

* high-efficiency, high-brightness lasers for lightweight, low-power, long-
range optical communications

« technologies to reduce the mass and power requirements of communica-
tion systems, including nonmechanical, beam-steering technology, such
as optical phased-arrays, and low drive voltage modulators

+ the development of architectures to reduce the cost of facilities that re-
ceive signals on (or near) Earth, including innovative Earth and space-
based receivers
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PRECISELY CONTROLLED SPACE STRUCTURES

Description

Structures in a weightless environment, especially structures that are unique
to space—including gossamer structures and distributed structures—pose diffi-
cult control challenges. The field of precisely controlled space structures involves
high-accuracy measurement and control of the geometrical configurations, atti-
tudes, and positions of single and multiple space structures. Actuators with a
large dynamic range and mechanisms that can control geometrical configurations
ranging in size from meters to nanometers will be required, as will technologies
for high performance vibration damping and thermal isolation.

Importance

Continued scientific exploration of our galaxy and the universe for the pur-
pose of expanding knowledge through optical, infrared, and x-ray astronomy re-
quires increasingly precise measurements and stable control of large space-based
mirrors, antennas, and interferometric baselines. Astrometry, for example, re-
quires measurements of the positions of structures over tens of meters to accura-
cies of tens of picometers, deployment accuracies of millimeters, and maintain-
ing vibrations to nanometer amplitudes for frequencies above 10 Hz. Nulling for
exoplanet detection requires precision deployment and control of up to 150-meter
structures to accuracies of several centimeters, with final operating temperatures
of approximately 30 Kelvin. Multiple thin-mirror infrared telescopes with diam-
eters of a meter or more operating at approximately 30 Kelvin need to be stable to
tens of nanometers for long periods of time. Applications like these will require
advanced precision control capabilities.

New technologies to meet these requirements may include highly damped
structural members, passive and active vibration control, precise thermal control
and low thermal expansion materials, “smart” (active) structural elements, and
distributed vehicles that can perform precision free-flying. Once developed, these
technologies might also be useful for controlling large antennas on communica-
tion satellites, pointing Earth-sensing satellites with precision, and controlling
large gossamer solar arrays, radiators, and tethers.

Rationale for NASA Involvement

Although the DOD and companies that build satellites are interested in some-
what larger space antennas and mirrors than are currently available, they are not
investing in the development of technologies for much larger, precisely controlled
space structures. NASA-funded research will be needed in areas where NASA
requirements will be more exacting than DOD requirements.



16 SPACE TECHNOLOGY FOR THE NEW CENTURY

Precision control of space structures is an inherently space-oriented, cross-
cutting technology that will incorporate a variety of basic disciplines (damping/
elasticity, dynamics, materials, cryogenics, microelectromechanical systems
[MEMS], computational structural mechanics, piezoelectricity) and a wide range
of physical applications (mirrors, antennas, deployable structures, precise actua-
tors). This technology supports the kinds of generic engineering space research
for which NASA is responsible. NASA is capable of undertaking this R&T
by virtue of its experience with various aspects of control-structures interac-
tion (CSI).

Key Areas for NASA-Funded Research

The broad key technology areas for NASA investment in R&T on precisely
controlled space structures are listed below. Close coordination with the DOD
should be maintained to ensure that work is not being duplicated.

+ extending nanometer-precision metrology to long baselines (which will
enable the operation of very large interferometers)

* figure control of deformable reflectors by mechanical, thermal, and piezo-
electric techniques (which could lead to dramatic decreases in the weight
of primary mirrors)

* vibration isolation and structural damping technologies for dimensional
stability and to simplify the acquisition of metrology data

« thermal control of structures, including sunshades and insulation (particu-
larly at cryogenic temperatures)

* long-term maintenance of precise antenna-pointing attitudes to simplify
system operations

- » long-term measurement and control of the relative positions and attitudes
of spacecraft flying in formation (which would enable very long-basetine
interferometry, potentially with baselines of thousands of kilometers)

+ system optimization studies of launch, deployment, and control of large
elastic structures

MICROELECTROMECHANICAL SYSTEMS FOR SPACE

Description

MEMS involve the synthesis, integration, and application of materials,
processes, and devices in the submicron to millimeter size range. MEMS
development-based materials and fabrication methods are already being used to
produce miniature gears, inertial sensors (gyroscopes and accelerometers), pres-
sure and acoustic sensors, digital distributed surface controls, pumps, valves, and
switches (for microwave, optical and radio frequency communications). MEMS and
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nanoelectronic technologies can be combined into application-specific, integrated
microinstruments (ASIMs) and can be further integrated to create subsystems.

Importance

MEMS technologies could enable the development of small, relatively low-
cost spacecraft devices and subsystems—including sensors and communications,
navigation, power, thermal, and propulsion subsystems—with very low mass,
volume, and power consumption. On conventional spacecraft, MEMS technolo-
gies could increase mission survivability by enabling the use of more redundant
systems with a relatively small increase in weight and power requirements. If
spacecraft mass can be reduced, missions to the outer planets could be launched
from smaller launch vehicles at higher velocities. MEMS could also provide dis-
tributed control and sensing capabilities to enhance and enable large, lightweight,
or deployable space structures.

MEMS technologies could also be integrated to create entire miniature space-
craft, which could be deployed in large numbers to function as a sparse-array,
synthetic-aperture radar or to take distributed measurements of Martian surface
temperatures or the atmosphere of Titan. The combination of redundancy, flex-
ibility, and potential low cost to launch distributed systems (because no connect-
ing structures are required) could enable a broad range of new space activities.
Miniature spacecraft could also be launched singly as secondary payloads to con-
duct simple missions—such as measuring a single atmospheric variable for a
limited period of time. Alternative launch options, such as cannons or other gun
launchers (e.g., rail guns, coil guns, light gas guns, ram accelerators) may be
feasible for miniature spacecraft.

Rationale for NASA Involvement

MEMS R&T programs supported by multiple government agencies and in-
dustry are developing concepts and processes for a broad range of applications.
The MEMS field is growing rapidly and is currently largely driven by ground-
based commercial and defense expectations. Except for work at NASA’s Jet Pro-
pulsion Laboratory, little of this R&T is aimed at space applications (although the
Aerospace Corporation has explored applications of ASIMs for space systems).

The space environment poses unique challenges and opportunities for small
systems (often based on fundamental characteristics, such as surface-to-volume
ratios and radiation damage) that can be very different from the challenges faced
by terrestrial systems. The limited efforts at space applications by the govern-
ment and industry appear to be concentrated on “payload” or micro-electronic
devices. Little work is being done on spacecraft bus technologies (such as power,
thermal, structure, and propulsion). By focusing on these technologies and lever-
aging existing MEMS technology and infrastructure, NASA could provide a ser-
vice for all space efforts, as well as enable a wide range of future space activities.
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Key Areas for NASA-Funded Research

The broad key technology areas for NASA investment in MEMS R&T are
listed below:

» sufficient investments in bus technologies that are not being developed by
other organizations to take full advantage of miniaturizing space systems

* “payloads” that are NASA space-mission-unique and (unlike such items
as miniature accelerometers) are not likely to be available from commer-
cial ventures

+ solutions to problems specific to space missions, including surviving in
unique environments (particularly the radiation and vacuum environ-
ments), comparatively low production rates, and controlling distributed
formations of small satellites

SPACE NUCLEAR POWER SYSTEMS

Description

Almost all space activities require a supply of conditioned electrical energy.
Near-Earth spacecraft generally use arrays of photovoltaic solar cells linked with
chemical storage batteries to provide power. However, solar power systems may
not be feasible for many deep space missions, lunar and planetary bases, ex-
tended human exploration missions, or for powering high-thrust, high-efficiency
propulsion systems. Advanced space nuclear power systems—including various
types of reactors and radioisotope thermoelectric generators (RTGs)—will prob-
ably be required. Developing these systems will require major funding, but low-
level research into improving conversion efficiency and developing demonstra-
bly safer nuclear power sources through the use of new materials and designs
could greatly improve the technical efficiency and lower the cost of the nuclear
power sources that are eventually developed.

Importance

Nuclear power sources are typically compact, produce power reliably for
many years, are relatively unaffected by the external environment (e.g., radia-
tion belts, Martian dust storms), and do not require exposure to sunlight. Solar
power systems, on the other hand, are generally not compact, are affected by the
external environment, and require exposure to sunlight. Moreover, their effi-
ciency drops rapidly as the distance from the sun increases. Batteries or other
energy storage devices, although they are compact and insensitive to the exter-
nal environment, cannot produce power for long durations. Nuclear power will
be a critical technology for many future space activities (probably including
lunar bases and outer-planet missions) for which solar power will not be feasible
(AIAA, 1995).
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The NRC has stated in a previous report that “nuclear power eventually will
be essential for lunar and Mars bases” (NRC, 1990). Advanced radioisotope
power sources with conversion efficiencies well above today’s 5 to 10 percent
efficiencies would enable smaller, more capable outer planet probes. High-power
advanced reactors could power either high specific-impulse electric propulsion
systems for deep-space missions or high-thrust thermal propulsion systems to
enable shorter crewed missions to Mars or the asteroids. Lower-power reactors,
which present an extremely low radiation hazard during launch, could power
sensors and communications systems onboard deep space probes.

Rationale for NASA Involvement

Unlike solar arrays and battery technologies, for which commercial interests
will continue to drive R&T, space nuclear power has no commercial R&T pro-
gram to enable ambitious future space activities. Some research on thermionic
conversion is being conducted by the DOD, but it is not aimed at supporting
NASA missions. Unless NASA supports R&T on advanced nuclear power for
space, the required technologies will probably not be available for future space
missions (see Box 3-1).

It is important to note that low level R&T alone will not be sufficient to
enable space nuclear power systems—major investments will eventually be
needed to develop advanced space nuclear power sources. The R&T investments
should, however, make the advanced space nuclear power systems that are even-
tually developed more efficient, less expensive, and safer. Low-level investments

BOX 3-1
Nuclear Power?

The committee is well aware that political constraints may make R&T
on ‘advanced space nuclear power :systems unpopular. However, the
committee ‘could not ignore the fact that space:nuclear power will be'a
key ‘enabling technology for future space activities that will not be able to
rely on solar-power. '

‘The:development of advanced nuclear power technologies for space
has received little funding inthe past:decade. If NASA does not invest
now in the long-term R&T that.could lead to future high-efficiency, safer,
nuclear power sources, future mission planners and spacecraft design-
ers .will be deprived: of potentially valuable ‘design options that could
improve safety and performance and reduce the costs of future space
activities.: .- L
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in this area may also help to ensure that expertise in space nuclear power is avail-
able when major investments are eventually made.

Key Areas for NASA-Funded Research

The broad key technology areas for low-level long lead-time NASA invest-
ment in nuclear power sources for space are listed below:

* innovative conversion to electricity, including advanced static conversion
(e.g., thermoelectric, alkali metal thermal to electric [AMTEC], thermo-
photovoltaic) and dynamic conversion of heat to electricity (e.g., Brayton,
Rankine, Stirling conversion)

* innovative packaging and integration, including the development of small,
safe, modular, nuclear power packages that can be added incrementally to
increase power levels

* innovative materials, including components that can operate in high tem-
peratures and high radiation environments

+ innovative power management, including the use of supplementary de-
vices (such as ultracapacitors) that can store energy and release it quickly
for high power, and power management schemes that can reduce output
power requirements

LOW-COST, RADIATION-RESISTANT
MEMORIES AND ELECTRONICS

Description

The Earth’s atmosphere and magnetic field protect electronics on the Earth’s
surface from the harsh radiation environment in space. Various types of radiation
in the space environment, including trapped radiation, solar particle events, and
galactic cosmic rays, can damage sensitive electronics, disrupt signals, cause
single-event phenomena, and degrade microelectronic devices. This problem is
especially severe in regions, such as the Earth’s Van Allen belts and Jupiter’s
magnetosphere, where the radiation environment is particularly harsh. Low-cost,
high-capacity, low-mass, radiation-resistant memories and electronics are not
currently available.

Importance

Many future space activities, including high-resolution imaging and deep-
space missions with onboard mission planners and autonomous operations, will
require the storage of large volumes of data. These memories, as well as elec-
tronic devices and subsystems, will be subjected to long-duration exposure to the
space radiation environment. Radiation-resistant electronics would reduce the
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need for redundancy in some systems, as well as allow spacecraft operations in
the Van Allen belts and other high-radiation areas.

Rationale for NASA Involvement

Industry has developed some radiation-resistant processors, and several small
companies have been developing shielding concepts. The U.S. Department of
Energy, the DOD, and other organizations have also invested in R&T on radiation-
resistant electronics. However, most of this work is focused on the immediate
future rather than long-term benefits. Very little exploratory research has been
funded in this area since the late 1970s. NASA’s key niche should be supporting
the investigation of truly fresh ideas that may not result in immediate payoffs but
would enable low-cost, high-capacity, low-mass, radiation-resistant memories and
electronics in the longer term.

Key Areas for NASA-Funded Research

The broad key technology areas for NASA investment in low-cost radiation-
resistant memories and electronics R&T are listed below. Emphasis should be on
exploratory research that could have large payoffs in the post-2005 time frame:

» improving logic and storage elements to improve recovery from single-
event upsets

* logic and storage elements with higher linear energy transfer (LET) thresh-
olds that are less susceptible to single-event upsets.

* innovative low-mass shielding that is more effective and lighter than cur-
rent shielding (which would enable spacecraft to use advanced, off-the-
shelf microprocessors, which would be a huge improvement over cur-
rently available systems)

» use of radiation-resistant materials, including silicon-on-insulator and
silicon-on-sapphire circuitry or other radiation-resistant materials, for
electronic circuitry

EXTRACTION AND UTILIZATION OF
EXTRATERRESTRIAL RESOURCES

Description

The capability to extract and utilize space resources, particularly from the
Moon, Mars, and near-Earth asteroids, would provide an alternative to transport-
ing certain products from Earth into space. This technology area includes explor-
ing for resources; mining and refining raw materials; processing, manufacturing,
and storing materials derived from raw resources; transporting materials to their
point of use; and identifying potential uses or customers. Technology development
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in this area would focus on extraction, processing, and storage, although advances
in other areas, such as power, automation and robotics, and space transportation,
will also be required for many applications.

Importance

The in situ production of propellant from extraterrestrial resources could sig-
nificantly increase the performance and lower the costs of planetary exploration
missions that require the return of people or hardware to Earth. The extraction of
propellants from the Martian atmosphere, for example, could dramatically cut the
cost of round-trip missions to Mars by reducing the amount of fuel that would
have to be to be lifted from Earth.

Using extraterrestrial resources could also make these missions safer. For
example, in situ processing could be used to produce reservoirs of oxygen, nitro-
gen, and water that could support a crew in the event of the failure of life support
systems. In the long term, in situ resource utilization will be essential for self-
sustaining human settlements in space.

Extraterrestrial resources could also be used for shielding or constructing
human habitats. Surface materials, such as the lunar regolith, might be much
cheaper than materials delivered from Earth, particularly for applications that
require large masses of material (such as radiation shielding for lunar surface
habitats). If in-space transportation for bulk material from the Moon or nearby
asteroids became cost effective, it could also enable and accelerate the develop-
ment of new generations of government and commercial in-space capabilities
that require large masses of material, such as large space stations—or hotels or
power stations—beyond low Earth orbit.

Rationale for NASA Involvement

No other agency or commercial company (with the exception of the limited
efforts of one Japanese construction company) has shown an interest in the ex-
traction and utilization of extraterrestrial resources. NASA should develop this
technology both to support its own missions and to lower the barriers to the future
commercial use of space resources.

Key Areas for NASA-Funded Research

The broad key technology areas for NASA investment the extraction and
utilization of extraterrestrial resources are listed below:

* robotic systems, teleoperation, and autonomous failure detection and repair
systems for mining, moving, and preparing planetary materials for process-
ing (current NASA-supported R&T toward extracting useful products
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from the Martian atmosphere has made progress, but very little work has
been done on handling solid planetary materials, including ices)

* materials processing technologies at various levels, including chemical
reactors—particularly energy-efficient, high production-efficiency reac-
tors—and water and carbon dioxide electrolysis systems, including high
temperature systems

 systems design and engineering, particularly thermal control and thermal
management systems, to optimize process efficiencies

e manufacturing technologies with high throughput that are simple, effec-
tive, and have minimal repair and maintenance requirements or manufac-
turing systems that can be fabricated from in situ materials

* self-erecting systems, in which small systems, probably multiple interact-
ing systems, use simple manufactured pieces to assemble much larger
structures

* cryogenic storage technology for produced propellants, including light-
weight tanks, efficient cryocoolers, and insulators

RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1. NASA should initiate a program to support low-level re-
search and development (about $3 million to $5 million a year for each technol-
ogy area for three to five years) in the six technology areas described in this
chapter. The agency should also consider designating these technologies as topic
areas in solicitations for existing programs.

Recommendation 2. In three to five years, NASA—or a group sponsored by
NASA-—should re-examine promising technologies and technology requirements
and modify the portfolio of key technologies, if necessary.
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Cooperative Development
of Space Technologies

Finding the most effective means of developing new technologies is as im-
portant as choosing which technologies to develop. If the task of technology
development is not given to the right people, the results could be disappointing.
If the approach is not well organized, valuable technologies could be overlooked
rather than incorporated into spacecraft. This chapter examines how NASA cur-
rently manages technology development and suggests how the agency could
work more effectively with industry and universities to develop advanced space
technologies.

NASA’S CURRENT APPROACH

In the past, many NASA resources were oriented toward operations. New
programs tended to be evolutionary rather than revolutionary, and technology
development was centralized to ensure that R&T critical to NASA’s future was
being addressed and given budgetary priority. NASA’s technology development
program had its own budget and its own associate administrator. Once a technol-
ogy had been developed by the technology organization, it was offered to the
agency’s mission developers for use in space missions.

NASA’s current technology organization reflects the fundamental shift in
the agency’s vision and direction under the present administrator’s efforts to re-
invent NASA (see Box 4-1). The agency’s four enterprises (Human Exploration
and Development of Space, Earth Science, Space Science, and Aeronautics and
Space Transportation Technologies) are now being challenged to establish per-
formance requirements for missions that can only be met by incorporating new

24
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BOX 4-1 .
Changes in NASA’s Technology Organization

The lead organization responsible for space technology development
at NASA has undérgone ‘a -number of transformations since the late
1980s. The Office of Aeronautics and Space Technology (OAST) .be-
came the'Office of Aeronautics, Exploration and Technology (OAET) in
1990. in 1992, OAET turned into the Office of Advanced Concepts and
Technology (OACT), which became the Office of Space Access and
Technology (OSAT) in.1994. OSAT was dissolved in 1996."The respon-
sibility for:space technology development now rests with NASA's 'mis-
sion ‘enterprises, as advised and coordinated by the Office of the Chief
Technologist.

technologies. Each enterprise is responsible for acquiring or developing the re-
quired technologies.

The four-person Office of the Chief Technologist is responsible for oversee-
ing agency-wide technology development (NASA, 1997). The chief technologist
and his staff are responsible for monitoring NASA’s technology development to
ensure it is in line with overall agency goals. The chief technologist’s influence is
based on his relationship with the NASA administrator. With the administrator’s
support, the chief technologist can veto enterprise budgets that do not have enough
R&T funding.

NASA management also plans to shift agency priorities by shifting the
agency’s focus from developing space systems and conducting flight operations
to engineering R&T that will enable future space systems. As NASA’s new Stra-
tegic Plan states, the agency “will focus on what we do best by reestablishing
NASA’s role as a research and development agency” (NASA, 1997).

Assessment of the New Technology Development Process

Decentralization

NASA’s new approach of decentralizing control of technology development
seems to be in keeping with the agency’s goals of pushing frontiers and defining
missions that have challenging requirements. This model has many similarities
with the approach commercial organizations have taken to successfully managing
technology development when time-to-market is critical, by placing a premium on
developing highly relevant technology and efficiently produced products.



26 SPACE TECHNOLOGY FOR THE NEW CENTURY

However, NASA’s task is broader than simply developing technologies and
rapidly incorporating them into products. The agency’s statutory charge of ex-
panding human knowledge in space, improving space vehicles, and preserving
the leadership of the United States in space science, technology, and applications
(Space Act, 1958) requires that NASA also pursue R&T that goes beyond the
immediate requirements of the enterprise missions. Because NASA enterprises
are necessarily mission-oriented, however, their primary charters do not require
them to support R&T that leads to the development of technologies that are
broadly useful across a wide variety of future space activities (including commer-
cial space activities) or technologies that will pay off over the long term.

Finding. NASA’s new approach to decentralized R&T management is appro-
priate to the agency’s new vision but may not sufficiently support advanced
R&T on cross-cutting technologies or technologies that will pay off only in the
long term.

Office of the Chief Technologist

The chief technologist does not have a large budget or staff. Therefore, a key
to the success of the decentralized R&T approach, including NASA’s ability to
develop the kinds of long-range technologies discussed in this report, will be the
interest shown by the NASA administrator and the authority he grants the chief
technologist to act on his behalf. For NASA’s new approach to work, the admin-
istrator will have to support the chief technologist as the agency’s “technology
conscience” who ensures that the R&T conducted by the enterprises is in keeping
with the overall strategic plan of the agency.

In this enterprise-driven model, the associate administrators of the enterprises
must be responsible and accountable for pushing the state of the art in technology
for future missions and for protecting resources budgeted for R&T. Unless the
enterprise organizations budget and protect R&T resources, the committee be-
lieves those funds would almost certainly be used as discretionary reserves to
solve the inevitable problems that arise in mission area programs. (The history of
research, both in the private sector and government, is rife with examples of the
vulnerability of research budgets during times of fiscal constraints.) NASA cen-
ters performing research—the center directors in particular—will have to be both
R&T advocates and the first line of defense in protecting resources earmarked
for R&T.

We believe that the process would be much less vulnerable if the Office of
the Chief Technologist were given explicit authority to initiate and fund research
projects within the enterprises and to protect some projects from fiscal attack.
The modus operandi now relies heavily on creative tensions, good will, and con-
sensus; but the commitment to R&T, especially to generic, long-term research,
may not be strong enough to survive without institutional protection.
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Finding. For NASA’s new technology development approach to work, the chief
technologist will need strong, continuous support from the NASA enterprises, the
center directors and, most important, the NASA administrator.

Emphasizing Engineering Research and Technology Development

NASA management’s plan to increase the agency’s focus on engineering
R&T for future space systems (and reduce the agency’s focus on space system
product development and flight operations) has the potential both to improve the
agency’s ability to conduct long-term R&T of the type described in Chapter 3 and
to increase cooperative R&T with academia and industry. However, strong orga-
nizational barriers could hinder an orderly, gradual, and graceful change.

One potential barrier could arise from internal competition for limited agency
funding. Space flight operations and development will inevitably encounter prob-
lems that require additional funding to resolve. Because NASA will probably be
operating under budgetary constraints for the foreseeable future, there may be
strong pressure to resolve these near-term problems by diverting funding from
longer-term R&T that will not pay off for years. The pressure is likely to increase
if R&T funding is designated for researchers in universities and private compa-
nies rather than to researchers at NASA centers.

The culture at some NASA centers might pose additional barriers to the
agency’s transformation. The agency’s flight centers (Marshall, Goddard, and
Johnson), for example, have strong operational mind-sets and have historically
relied on older technology for their flight programs. These centers have often
resisted new ideas from outside the NASA community, or even from other NASA
centers. Plans to increase cooperative R&T or to reorient funding from space
systems development and operations to R&T will have to take these historical
factors into account.

COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS

Government agencies, private companies, and universities operate on differ-
ent time scales, bring different assets to bear on problems, and have different
motivations. Understanding these differences is essential to developing success-
ful cooperative strategies for advanced space technology development.

Private companies necessarily focus on the near term. Because failure to
implement a new technology affects the bottom line, they tend to be conservative
about using their own funding to explore new technologies, and they only imple-
ment technologies that have a high probability of success and payback in the near
term (less than five years). The advantages private companies offer include expe-
rienced workers, the ability to dedicate resources rapidly to a task, and experience
with fast-paced projects. Private companies are willing to participate in coopera-
tive projects as long as they can realize a profit.
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NASA approaches R&T very differently for many reasons. Rather than try-
ing to make a return on investment, NASA must maintain a high level of support
from Congress, taxpayers, and the president. Thus, the agency is encouraged to
plan for the long term and on a grander scale than industry. The agency may also
be forced to distribute funding geographically rather than to where it would be
most useful from a technical standpoint. Government regulations (as well as budget-
ary considerations) have also hampered NASA’s efforts to revitalize its workforce.

NASA has many experienced people, as well as the ability to implement and
test new ideas and technologies. But the agency has also encountered difficulties
in the past in conducting cooperative space R&T. A major reason is that the
NASA centers have traditionally focused on space operations rather than on spon-
soring fundamental space engineering research in universities and in the aero-
space industry. (This is in contrast to NASA’s acronautics R&T, which is largely
conducted in close coordination with academia and industry.) NASA program
managers at the working level often see university researchers as competitors for
funds for individual projects. In addition, some NASA centers have reputations
for using the outside community as sources for ideas that they then develop inter-
nally, which has led to mistrust.

Universities operate quite differently from both private companies and
NASA. Universities essentially provide no funding of their own for R&T but do
educate students and provide high-quality researchers. University researchers are
motivated by the desire to produce innovative work, the requirement to train new
generations of students, and the need for funding. Universities thus often work on
more theoretical issues, developing far-reaching ideas unencumbered by the need
to show a profit. Researchers typically represent diverse disciplines, and indi-
vidual faculty members may have great expertise because of their long-term spe-
cialization in a single area. Universities also have innovative students and many
new technologies from outside the traditional space enterprise.

Cooperative programs must take the special characteristics of universities
into account. For example, training graduate students to perform state-of-the-art
research tends to require that research schedules be coordinated with the time it
takes graduate students to complete their studies. The desire of university faculty
members and research groups to engage in cutting-edge work means they are
generally less suited than private companies to work on narrowly defined prob-
lems with highly focused objectives.

To gain the maximum benefit from cooperation with industry and academia,
NASA must recognize the strengths and weaknesses of each and design coopera-
tive programs that take these characteristics into consideration. NASA must also
monitor its own practices carefully to ensure that it does not discourage univer-

- sity and industry researchers from cooperating with NASA.

Finding. NASA, universities, and private companies each have unique qualities
that they can contribute to space R&T programs. To take advantage of these
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qualities and ensure that the most capable people and resources are involved in
NASA’s R&T, the agency must include industry (including small business) and
academia in its R&T programs.

Building Cooperative Programs

By opening up its space R&T to the larger aerospace community, NASA will
be able to fund a large number of projects with a limited budget, harness the brain
power and creativity of universities, and take advantage of industrial expertise.
Coalitions of university, industry, and NASA center personnel could also become
a powerful combination of stakeholders in shaping future programs.

To reap these benefits, however, NASA’s cooperative efforts will have to be
well designed. Experience from other cooperative programs between various com-
binations of government agencies, private companies, and universities has shown
that success requires that certain conditions be satisfied. These include:

* common objectives

¢ economic and intellectual advantages to each participant
* mutual trust

« contributions proportional to the benefits received

¢ commitment to seeing projects through to completion

If these conditions are not met, productivity will be limited, as some of
NASA’s recent cooperative R&T efforts have shown. Although individual prin-
cipal investigator grants, for example, have many good points, they have often
treated university faculty members as “workers for hire” and have not taken ad-
vantage of a university’s inherent capability for innovation. University space en-
gineering centers that once involved many students and faculty members in co-
herent efforts proved to be rigid and unresponsive to changes in technical focus
and have all been closed down. The centers for the commercial development of
space have involved several companies in NASA-funded work but have not been
successful in attracting a significant amount of non-NASA funding into NASA
efforts at space commercialization.

Examples of successful government/academia/industry R&T programs
abound, however. The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA),
for example, has for many years conducted a successful cooperative R&T pro-
gram. Another example that shows the benefits of unconventional government/
university cooperation in R&T is the Landsat program. Box 4-2 describes how
the Landsat program was established in response to an unsolicited proposal from
academia.

Two potential approaches to cooperative space R&T are outlined below. Al-
though these are not the only promising approaches NASA could adopt, the com-
mittee believes they are very likely to improve the quality of NASA’s space R&T.
The key to both approaches, and to any other approach to improving NASA’s
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BOX 4-2
The Landsat Example

In the iearly 1960s, the idea was suggested of using spacecraft to
moriitor the Earth’s resources. From the initial idea, which originated out-
side of NASA, three universities came together to create what eventually
became ‘the l.andsat: program (Landgrebe, 1997). NASA’s role was to
fund .and monitor the Universities rather than to.direct them. Instead of
telfing university personnel to “take pictures of the Earth’s surface and
research picture processing methods to analyze them,” NASA allowed
them to devisetheir.own approach. University personnel hit upon the
idea of identifying the contents of individual image pixels based on mea-
surements in 12 to ‘18:spectral bands—the :so-called multispectral ap-
proach-=which was much simpler and less expensive then existing aiter-
natives,.although before the fact it had appeared unlikely to-succeed.

space R&T, is taking advantage of the full potential of the nation’s technical and
intellectual resources. NASA’s space R&T must be conducted not just within
NASA but in a spirit of true cooperation with the U.S. aerospace community.
NASA will have to seek partnerships aggressively with both private companies
(including small businesses) and universities to achieve this goal.

Potential Cooperative Approach 1: Technology and Personnel Transfer

One way NASA could tap into the intellectual vigor of universities would be
to initiate a vigorous program of sending distinguished NASA scientists and en-
gineers to work at universities for periods of approximately one year. To enhance
the prestige of these appointments, these scientists and engineers would be desig-
nated NASA fellows. While at the universities, they would work with teams of
faculty and students on NASA-funded research. These integrated teams would
study new concepts and explore the application of new technologies to the NASA
mission, drawing from the wide range of technologies—including technologies
from outside the space arena—available at the university. As viable concepts
were found, the NASA fellows would make substantial efforts to transfer the
technology to the NASA enterprises, both personally and by arranging for the
students they had worked with to work in NASA centers. Finally, returning NASA
personnel would be given some discretionary funds for a period of a few years to
continue their collaborative work.

This approach could yield a number of benefits. It would provide NASA
with new technologies and new ideas. NASA researchers would be exposed to
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new technologies and would develop working relationships with university fac-
ulty members. University students would have an opportunity to work on “real-
world” problems and establish relationships that could lead to future employment
or collaboration. Finally, participation in this program might be an incentive to
NASA’s best and brightest researchers to stay with the agency. Once the program
proved viable, it could be broadened so that NASA fellows could work at indus-
trial research laboratories that conduct forward-looking R&T.

Potential Cooperative Approach 2: NASA-Funded University/Industry R&T

The Office of the Chief Technologist could sponsor R&T projects (in some
or all of the areas recommended in this report) that would be accomplished coop-
eratively by private companies and universities. An announcement of opportunity
for research in the six key technology areas would be developed by the Office of
the Chief Technologist. A joint university/industry team would propose the con-
cept to NASA, along with the required budget. Winning proposals would be se-
lected by peer review groups comprised of NASA, university, and industry repre-
sentatives. The participant from industry—someone with expertise in the
technology area—would be funded to review the project, brainstorm concepts for
further exploration, remain involved throughout the project, and review the analy-
ses, findings, and results. The industry expert would, of course, understand that
the technology might not be applied for several years and that the project would
not be constrained by the need to solve current problems quickly.

This approach also has numerous advantages. First, NASA would benefit
from high-quality research involving both university innovation and industry ex-
pertise. University researchers would have an opportunity to work on relevant
and challenging projects and to collaborate with industry experts. In the process,
students would be exposed to space-related engineering R&T and would be better
prepared to work in the field after graduation. Industry, which would only have to
invest time, would be able to form links with possible future employees and to
gain early experience with promising technologies. The peer review by represen-
tatives from NASA, industry, and universities would help to ensure open compe-
tition, prevent overly close relationships from forming between NASA and par-
ticular university groups, and result in R&T that is forward looking but directed
towards future real-world applications.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 3. The Office of the Chief Technologist should work with the
NASA centers to organize cooperative programs among NASA centers, universi-
ties, and private companies (including small businesses) to leverage significantly
NASA'’s investment in new technology.
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Recommendation 4. NASA should develop a fellows program to send superior
employees to universities for periods of one to two years and support their
follow-on collaborative efforts after they return to the agency.
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APPENDIX

A

Statement of Task

The study committee will examine the nation’s space technology needs for
the post-2000 time frame and identify areas where early R&T could result in the
creation of an enabling technology “pipeline” that could be tapped for future
activities. Emphasis will be placed on identifying high-risk, high-payoff tech-
nologies that initially can be pursued within a constrained budget environment.
Technologies to be considered will apply to NASA missions and to other civil
and commercial uses of space. Specifically, the committee will:

I. Characterize the space missions likely to be conducted in the post-2000 time
frame in order to understand possible technology needs.

II. Assess which technologies have the greatest potential for improving the ca-
pabilities and reducing the cost of NASA, other government, or commercial
space programs in the 20002020 time frame.

III. Determine which of these new technologies could benefit greatly from
NASA long lead-time research and development and which are already be-
ing developed, or are likely to be developed, by the commercial space indus-
try or by other government agencies.

IV. Suggest how NASA can be more effective in working with industry and
universities to develop these technologies.
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APPENDIX
B

Organizations that Submitted White Papers
to the Committee

The following organizations replied to the committee’s request for white
papers on advanced space technologies for the next century: the Aerospace Cor-
poration; the American Astronautical Society; the American Institute of Aero-
nautics and Astronautics; the American Society for Gravitational and Space Biol-
ogy; the Applied Physics Laboratory; the Charles Stark Draper Laboratory; the
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency; the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion; the Jet Propulsion Laboratory; Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory;
Los Alamos National Laboratory; NASA’s Ames Research Center, Goddard
Space Flight Center, Langley Research Center, Lewis Research Center, Johnson
Space Center, and Stennis Space Center; the National Center for Advanced Tech-
nologies; the National Space Society; the Office of Commercial Space Transpor-
tation; Phillips Laboratory; the Planetary Society; NASA’s Advanced Concepts
Office; the Space Frontier Foundation; the Space Studies Institute; and the Uni-
versities Space Research Association.
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Representative Future Space Activities

Study the Galaxy and the Universe

Acquire better observations across the electromagnetic spectrum

e gamma and x-ray imaging and spectroscopic follow-on investigations

« deployment of single-element optical instrumentation at 1 to 10 meter
scales

 space- and lunar-based radio and optical interferometer deployment at 10
to 100 meter scales

» coupled space-Earth interferometer systems

* study the interstellar medium with a submillimeter telescope

+ investigate cosmic microwave background

e advanced infrared and near/far ultraviolet missions

* cosmic ray identification and energy measurement campaigns

Survey cosmic rays and interstellar gas as samples of extra-solar matter
* interstellar probe
« probe for 1,000 astronomical unit scale distances

Carry out basic new tests of gravitational theory

e detect and understand gravitational waves

Search for life beyond our solar system

 detect and image planets in other solar systems
 search for signals from extraterrestrials
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Study and Explore the Solar System

Conduct unmanned missions to objects in the solar system to investigate near-
planet space environments, atmospheres, surfaces, and interiors

* fly-by missions

 orbiters and observational platforms

* landers and rovers with and without sample return

« direct atmospheric probes and aerobots

¢ fleets of microprobes, microlanders, and microrovers
* terrestrial surface sensor networks

Study interaction among Sun, Earth, and heliosphere

* stereoscopic sun observations

* near-field solar probe to understand solar structure and dynamics

« explore coupling between solar radiation and Earth’s atmosphere, mag-
netosphere, and plasmasphere

+ study solar plasma transport and energization, including solar wind sample
return and investigation of coronal mass ejections

Conduct human missions to explore the Moon, Mars, and the asteroids

Establish long-term human presence in space

 low-Earth orbit (LEO) and beyond-LEO space habitats
* lunar and Martian bases

Study the Earth

Establish better understanding of global processes through remote sensing

 investigate seasonal, interannual, and long-term variability in:
— land cover and use
— atmospheric chemistry and dynamics from troposphere to mesosphere
~— the dynamics of the ocean and the cryosphere
—— interactions among biospheric systems
 natural hazard prediction and management
» geodesic missions
» weather prediction
* environmental and infrastructure management
 resource identification and management
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Provide Other Services to Users on Earth

Provide communications services to users on Earth

¢ mobile communications

¢ direct broadcast communications
e fixed-service communications

» geographic information systems

Expand navigation services to launch vehicles and spacecraft at all altitudes

Space Operations and Infrastructure

Preserve the near-Earth environment

» expanded space debris tracking system
* space debris cleanup

Utilize off-Earth resources for terrestrial and space activities

* tests of robotic utilization of local resources
» surface mining of planets and small bodies (e.g., asteroids, comets)

Study the effects of microgravity

* biological processes

 effects of microgravity on humans
* physical processes

* fluid mechanics and transfer

¢ combustion

* chemical processes

Create new services

* spacecraft staging, assembly, and refurbishing services

» point-to-point transport on Earth via space

» space-based power depots for use in terrestrial activities and transmission
to spacecraft and planetary bases

» manufacturing (materials and pharmaceuticals) in space

* space tourism

* disposal of hazardous materials

» space-based cultural/entertainment activities
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D

Technologies Assessed by the Committee

Communications

¢ broadband, high-power, high data-rate, redundant systems

* communications system-on-a-chip

high-dielectric constant patch antennas

e high-frequency (> Ka band) antennas

 high-power (broadcast) antennas

 high-power, solid-state transponder systems

« phased-array antennas '

» up-down transmission technologies, including raindrop compensation
+ wideband (i.e., optical) communications

Earth-Based Systems

» automated and semi-automated processing of image data

e autonomous ground control

» development of space systems using nanotechnology

» image storage and dissemination

integrated design systems

o large-scale information management and simulation

« low-cost operations

» paperless designs

* rapid system prototyping tools using multimedia capabilities

* verification and validation approaches and databases for commercial off-
the-shelf technologies
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Guidance and Control

¢ advanced attitude-control technologies

« all star-tracker attitude-reference system

* avionics-on-a-chip (multichip module)

* coordinated operation of spacecraft fleets

 fault-tolerant electromechanical actuators

 high-accuracy, low-mass star trackers and gyros

* interferometric fiber-optic gyros (IFOGS)

« low-cost, reliable, position-tracking and telemetry systems (with built-in
collision avoidance)

* micromechanical sensors

¢ miniature momentum-exchange devices

¢ modular avionics

e precision spacecraft pointing

¢ redundant (multistring) solid-state avionics

 use of Global Positioning System for guidance and control

Information Technologies

* artificial intelligence systems

* automatic fault recovery

* autonomous systems

¢ data compression technologies

* data fusion

 digital systems processing

« distributed functions among spacecraft

« effective human-machine interfaces

» high-density, fiber-optic sensor networks
 high-density, low-cost command and data handling with open architecture
* high-temperature electronics

¢ hundred-fold increase in processing capability
* integrated vehicle health-monitoring systems
* low-cost, high-capacity, low-mass, radiation-resistant, solid-state memories
* neural nets

* neuro-engineering systems

s onboard image processing

« onboard mission planning capability

» parallel computer processor architectures

* radiation-hardened electronics

e sequencing systems

» system standards to expand software reuse
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Launch

* < 3,000 Ib. thrust scale pump-fed liquid rocket propulsion

e air-augmented/breathing rockets

e automated ground processing

* clean solid propellants

* electromagnetic launch/assist

» environmentally compatible boosters

« gel propellants

 high-energy density chemical propellants

* high-energy liquid propellants

* high thrust-to-weight engines

¢ hybrid launch vehicle

» hypersonic airplane first stage

* integrated solar upper stage

 laser propulsion for ground-to-orbit launch

* lightweight integrated vehicle structures

¢ lightweight launch vehicle structures

* lightweight propellant tanks

¢ Jow-cost, reliable cryogenic propulsion

* lower-cost launchers

¢ mass drivers

* modular launch vehicle

¢ oxygen/kerosene rocket-based combined cycle engines

e reusable oxygen/kerosene rocket engines with thrust-to-weight ratios
greater than 100

* single-stage to orbit launchers

Materials

e advanced coatings

* advanced composite materials

+ advanced composites manufacturing and processing

« atomic oxygen-resistant coatings for solar cells

« high-temperature materials for rocket engines

¢ lightweight, high-strength, high-temperature materials for launch vehicles
* low-mass, high-reflectivity composites (for telescope mirrors)

e organic coatings (instead of hermetically sealed containers)

* silicon carbide structures

Power

» advanced solar power
¢ arc-proof, environmentally durable solar arrays
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* beamed power

* compact electrical power supplies

« flywheels

* high-conversion efficiency, low-mass solar arrays

* high-efficiency, high-power, low-mass power generating systems

» high-power sources at millimeter wavelengths

* higher-energy density batteries

 integrated energy conversion/energy storage concepts

» large-capacity energy storage systems

 large gossamer fresnel lenses for concentrating solar energy

« lithium ion batteries

 long life, lighter, cheaper regenerative fuel cells

* long-term, compact nuclear-electric systems

* long-term nonphotovoltaic power sources

* low-cost, high-efficiency solar arrays

e low-cost power storage devices

» low-mass, high-capacity, low-cost power storage

« more efficient long-term solar power conversion

* nuclear power sources

s power conversion

* power management and distribution-on-a-chip

¢ smart power-management systems

* sodium sulfur batteries

« solar cells with different bandgap energies with better than 40 percent
efficiency

¢ thin-film solar arrays

Propulsion

* antimatter propulsion

e concentric combustion chamber engine
* electric propulsion

 high-energy density matter propulsion

* high-energy density storable propellants
 high-performance, less expensive, more producible electric propulsion
 high thrust-to-weight engines

* laser propulsion

e magnetic sail

* nontoxic storable bipropellants

* nuclear fusion propulsion

 nuclear propulsion

* nuclear-thermal rocket

» propulsion for 50 kg spacecraft
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» rockets using native propellants

¢ solar sail

¢ solar-thermal propulsion

e tethers for momentum exchange/electromagnetic maneuvering
.+ xenon thrusters

Robotics

e curious, autonomous, adaptive probes

¢ mobile robots ,

* partially self-replicating robots

* rovers

 small robots for planetary mining, manufacturing, assembly
* telerobotics

Sensors

* active sensors using synthetic aperture radar and high-frequency microwaves
» free-flying, synthetic-aperture radars and interferometers

* high-power local oscillators

 high-resolution, stereoscopic Earth sensing systems

* high-sensitivity, room temperature mid-infrared detector arrays

» highly-integrated, multifunctional atmospheric sounders

* hyperspectral focal planes

e infrared interferometer (for planet detection)

 large-aperture, deployable, optical telescopes with active alignment
 large-format, low-noise, long-wavelength, direct-detection sensors
¢ low-cost, low-power imaging sensors

* low-mass, low-power radars

* low-noise heterodyne mixers

» microcalorimeters for high throughput spectroscopy

*  MiCrosensors

* microwave technologies

¢ multiband phased arrays

« multispectral sensors

* remote sensing signal chain miniaturization

* smaller autonomous instruments

 solid-state sensor systems with high spectral and spatial resolution
* space-based lidars

Spacecraft Systems and Electronics

 almost monolithic small spacecraft
« highly integrated multifunction modules
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integrated instruments

integrated low-power electronic microsystems (communications, guidance)
integrated power and propulsion bus

microminiaturization

miniaturized electronics

multichip modules and chip-on-board technologies

optical buses

superconducting devices

Structures

active interferometric system technologies, such as active delay lines and
space-qualified precision metrology

adaptive membranes and space fabrication techniques for large optics
adaptive structures

deployable structures

gossamer films in multi-km sizes

inflatable structures

lightweight composite spacecraft

lightweight debris shielding

lightweight structures

microelectromechanical systems (MEMS)

multifunctional structures

spinning spacecraft (for gravity)

structures to reduce vibrations on crewed platforms

technologies and processes for deploying “quiet” structures to precise di-
mensional tolerances

tethers

Thermal Control

advanced coatings for thermal control and electrostatic discharge control
electrochromic radiator surfaces

electronics able to function at high temperatures
electronics able to function at low temperatures
electronics cooling with direct immersion heat pipe
graphite/aluminum radiator panels

improved heat-rejection technologies

long-life cryocoolers

low-mass, low-power cryocoolers

multichip modules with integral thermal control
nuclear heat sources

rugged thermal protection for reentry

spacecraft that can approach the sun
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Working in Space

¢ aerocapture/aerobraking

¢ autonomous landing

¢ chemical processing of off-Earth resources

» construction with off-Earth resources

« lasers for debris shielding/removal

« lightweight, high-efficiency cryogenic liquefaction
* long-term cryogenic fluid storage in space

e planetary surface transportation technologies

» remote (cryogenic) fluid transfer and handling

* remote robotic rendezvous, docking, and other operations
» space traffic management systems

 structures for planetary surfaces

» surface/subsurface sample acquisition

* terraforming technologies
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